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Current Topics. 


New County Court Rules. 

WE RECEIVE, too late for publication this week, an advance 
| copy of a batch of new County Court Rules, dated the 11th inst., 
| to come into operation on the lst of May next. We shall print 
| them next week, with our usual commentary. 





Lord Haldane. 
WE SPOKE in our last week’s issue of the advisability of 
securing Lord HALDANr’s services in the (judicial) House of Lords, 
| and Mr. Asquitn’s answer to a question on the subject in the 
| House of Commons indicates that there is a probability of this 
| being done. The terms of the answer do not suggest legislation, 
and legislation may not be necessary, If Lord HALDANE were to 
become a member of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council, he would ipso facto be a Lord of Appeal in the House of 
Lords under section 5 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1887. 
Hence the resignation of one of the two seats on the Judicial 
Committee of the Privy Council held, under the Judicial Com- 
mittee Act, 1883, by persons having no special judicial qualifica- 
tion is probably contemplated, in which case the vacancy could 
be filled by appointing Lord HALDANE, who would thereupon, as 
above mentioned, become a Lord of Appeal in the House of 
rds. 
The Boom” in Actions of Libel and Slander. 
AcTIoNS OF libel and slander, which have during the last 
sittings formed an unusually large proportion of the causes tried 
in London and at the assizes may posstbly occur with less 
frequency at a later period of the year. Actions for oral slander 
have never been favoured by our judges, and several of the 
recent actions for libel were quite unworthy of the attention 
during several days of a judge and special jury. It is possible 
that the retention of cases of libel and slander within the juris- 
dietion of the superior courts has tended to give an undue 
importance to the remedies of defamation. The County Courts 
Act, 1888, provides, as is well known, that county courts shall 
not have cognizance of actions for libel and slander, and with 
regard to criminal proceedings a court of quarter sessions is 
express!y disqualified from trying an indictment for ry 
| libel. It may well be that an attempt should be made to chee 
25 
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the unnatural growth of civil actions in respect of defamatory 
matter by endeavouring, in imitation of French procedure, to 
bring the parties together before the action is tried, and by only 
allowing the case to proceed to trial when all reasonable efforts 
at u settlement have failed. 
be taken to obtain the opinion of some of our more experienced 
judges on this important subject. 


Mr. Rubinstein and the Land Transfer 
Commission. 
Mr. RUBINSTEIN, in his speech at the meeting of the Law 


Society last week, suggested that, in giving evidence before the 


Commission, he had not been fairly dealt with by that body, | 


and that hostility was shewn to evidence directed against the 
compulsory registration of title. The chairman would seem to 
have been somewhat short and sharp in expressing his determin- 
ation to restrict the evidence to matters which he considered 
relevant to the inquiry, and it is natural enough that Mr. 
RUBINSTEIN should not agree with the chairman’s views on this 
subject, and should feel aggrieved at his mode of dealing with 
it. But we have heard of no complaint to the same effect from 
the numerous other witnesses who gave evidence against the 
present system of registration, and we should be very reluctant 
to believe that there was any intentional unfairness on the part 
of the chairman. If there had been, it is impossible to believe 
that the legal members of the Commission—all men of judicial 
fairness and impartiality—would not have intervened to protest. 
The conclusions arrived at by the Commission—which, as we 
have before remarked, are understood to be extremely distasteful 
to the Land Registry authorities—-appear to sufficiently shew 
the independence of the Commission of any subservience to 
official wishes. 


Liability to Trespasser for Negligence. 

THE GROWING tendency of the final Court of Appeal to impose 
on companies, corporations, and landowners a very high standard 
of diligence in the protection of the public at large from 
danger seems at last to have reached its limit. In the case of 
Grand Trunk Railway v. Barnett (27 T. L. 
before the Privy Council Committee on the 28th ult., an extra- 
ordinary attempt to recover damages against a railway company 
was actually carried all the way across the Atlantic from three 
Canadian courts to the highest court in the Empire—and was 
only finally defeated there. The plaintiff entered a station 
belonging to the defendant company but used also by trains 
belonging to another company. He there saw certain carriages, 
belonging to the second company, discharge their passengers 
and then move away from the platform towards their nightly 
resting place, some short distance away. He jumped on board 
to enjoy a short ride, and of course had neither legal right nor 
the licence of the company to commit this trespass. A collision 


followed between the carriages and a train of the defendants, | 


and in this collision the plaintiff was injured. Until recent 
decisions of the House of Lords (¢.g., Cooke v. Midland Railwcy Co. 
1909, A. C. 229, and Lowery v. Walker, 1911, A. C. 10) one 
would have imagined it was quite clear that the plaintiff had 
no possible remedy against either company; but of late the 
decisions to which we refer have undoubtedly introduced into 
the law a certain amount of confusion as to the exact rights of 
trespassers. 


affirmed in unambiguous terms the old rule that a man trespasses 
at his own risk. 
Essays by Counsel in Lieu of Speeches. 

It 1s somewhat surprising to read in the Times notice of the 


late Mr. Pemper, K.C., that “it was his habit to write out his | 


more important speeches and to read from very copious notes. 
In this way he utilized his lite:ary power, and many of his 
spesches were models of polished advocacy.” We imagine that 


such a proceeding by counsel before most of the judges of the | 


Supreme Court would meet with speedy and severe reprobation. 
These learned personages do not want counsel to “exercise his 
literary power,” or to give them “ models of polished advocacy.” 


We should be glad if steps could | 


R. 359), which came | 


The plaintiff succeeded in convincing the Court of | 
Appeal for Ontario that he was entitled to damages; but the | 
Privy Council Committee have reversed that decision, and have | 


| What they want is to get to the point at issue as speedily 
as possible, and to know, as shortly as possible, what each 
side has to say. The late Mr. OswaLp, QC., might 
a have compelled the weary court to listen to the essay 
but no one destitute of his indomitable persistency could do so. 
In at least one of the divisions of the Court of Appeal Mr. 
|Pemper’s method would be absolutely useless. No sooner had 
| the learned essayist entered on the repetition of his manuscript 
than one or other of the judges would lean forward and start 
a question altogether overlooked in the “model of polished 
advocacy.” What would the essayist have to do? Ask fora 
short adjournment to enable him to compile a statement, full of 
literary power, on the new point? Or admit that he had not 
considered the point, and in attempting to meet it inevitably lose 
his place in his manuscript? We imagine that the course we 
once saw adopted by a certain leading counsel of great ability 
and eminence, and with much experience of this court, is prefer- 
able. The recipe for this is as follows: As soon as a Lord 
Justice interrupts, look meaningly at the clock ; turn your face 
from the interrupter to the other members of the court with 
an expression signifying acute anguish at the inanity of the 
question raised ; preserve a solemn silence until the interrupter 
has quite finished, then quietly remark that the question does 
not seem to arise at the present stage of the argument, and pro- 
ceed to address to the other members of the court the argument 
which has been interrupted. 

Inter-judicial Discourtesies. 

THERE HAS been lately a markedly increased tendency, both 
on public platforms and in the House of Commons, to attempt to 
discredit the judicature of the country ; it would be a subject 
for profound regret if this tendency extended to the individual 
members of the judicature itself. That a peculiar qualification 
for united action on the part of members of the bench is to be 
found in their individual “consciousness of each other's un- 
worthiness ” is a discovery which will always be associated with 
the wit of Lord Justice Bowen, but the expression of this 
individual consciousness has generally hitherto been limited to 
occasions when the individuals were not acting judicially. This 
excellent limit appears to have been disregarded in a recent case 
of some importance before the Court of Appeal, where, in the 
course of their judgments on the case before them, a contention 
which had commended itself to the learned judge in tne court 
below was referred to by one Lord Justice as “outrageous,” by 
another as “ preposterovs,” and by another as “extravagant and 
absurd.” The expressions might have been justifiable if the 
court which used them had been dealing with a proposition 
the decision of which depended on a correct application 
of the multiplication table; under the circumstances they 
| were quite inappropriate. Law, especially in que:tions depend- 
ing, as in the case referred to, on the construction of a document, 
is not an exact science, but in its essence a matter of opinion 
The conclusions and opinions of counsel, however eminent they 
may be, on any given statement of facts, are opinions only ; the 
same conclusions and opinions, when delivered from the bench, 
have the force of law; but this force is only derived from 
the position assigned to those who delivered them, and even then 
is only of effect unless and until a different opinion is expressed 
by a higher court. This is seen daily in the Court of Appeal 
itself, which seldom or never includes a member who does not 
sometimes differ from the view taken by the rest of the court, 
whilst even the most unanimous and confident judgment of all 
the Lords Justices together can be, and is, occasionally, over- 
ruled by the House of Lords. The etiquette which prevails 
| among members of the bar, and leads them, in the conventional 

phrase, to “venture, with all deference, to differ,” from an 
opinion already formally given on the same facts by another 
counsel (the recent disregard of which, under somewhat notorious 
circumstances, by a leader at a consultation between himself and 
his junior, is not likely to be forgotten by, or as against, the 
offender), has generally been also followed in principle by 
members of the bench, at any rate when speaking ex cathedr, 
| with regard to the opinions of each other ; if they differ, it is “ with 
regret,” or with an expression of their misfortune in not being 
|able to follow an opposite view to their own, This has 
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: . . . | 
particularly been the practice as between the judges from time to | 


time sitting concurrently in the Court of Appeal, and there | 
differing from each other ; it might with advantage as invariably 
be followed when their conclusions are adverse to those of the | 
judge in the court below. Most of the judges of the Appeal 
Court have themselves been judges of a court of first instance, 
and it is often only the accident of their elevation to a higher 
tribunal which gives validity, rather than value, to their 
individual opinions. 


The Board of Education Case. 

ON THE 6th inst. the House of Lords gave their decision in 
the Swansea school dispute—Doard of Education v. Rice (Times, 
April 7th)—and thus brought to an end the litigation which 
has been going on since the end of 1908. The appeal of the 
Board of Education was dismissed with costs, and the decision 
of the House of Lords was unanimous. The litigation began 
with an application to the King’s Bench Division for a writ of 
certiorari to quash a decision of the board dated the 17th of 
December, 1908, and a writ of mandamus to compel the board to 
determine certain questions at issue between the managers of 
voluntary or “non-provided” schools at Swansea and the 
Swansea Local Education Authority. The rules for both writs 
were made absolute by the Divisional Court unanimously. The 
board appealed, and the appeal was dismissed by the Court of | 
Appeal, again unanimously. The appeal to the House of Lords | 
was heard by five Lords of Appeal, who (as already stated) were | 
also unanimous in deciding against the board. The board’s 
Order of the 17th of December, 1908, has, therefore, 
now been finally quashed, and they will have to do what 
this litigation has been carried on for the purpose of | 
compelling them to do—that is, really determine the question 
which arose between the managers of the schools in question and 
the local authority. The order of the board which has given 
rise to the litigation was made under section 7 (3) of the Educa- | 
tion Act, 1902. The section relates to the efficient maintenance | 
of elementary schools by the local education authority, and 
sub-section 3 is “If any question arises under this section 
between the local education authority and the managers of a 
school not provided by the authority, that question shall be 
determined by the Board of Education.” The question that did 
arise between the local authority and managers—and which the | 
Order of the 17th of December, 1908, purported to determine— 
was, shortly, whether the local authority had failed in its 
statutory duty of keeping the non-provided schools efficient, by 
refusing to pay teachers’ salaries on as high a scale as those paid in | 
respect of the provided schools. The charge brought by the man- 
agers against the local authority was that the latter had discrimin- | 
ated in the matter of salaries between provided and non-provided | 
schools, with the result that the non-provided schools had not been | 
maintained by the authority in a proper state of efficiency. 
The schools, as a matter of fact, had only been kept etficient by | 
voluntary contributions being added to the teachers’ salaries. | 
The board refused to order the local authority to pay higher 
salaries, and held that there had been no failure on the part of 
the authority to keep the non-provided schools efficient. The | 
King’s Bench Division held that the board had not determined | 
the questions before them which were in dispute between the | 
managers and the local authority, and this is also the decision | 
of the House of Lords. The practical meaning of the courts’ 
decisions, and the result of the litigation, is that the local 
education authority must pay salaries to teachers in the non- 
provided schools at the same rate as those paid in their provided 
schools. 





Government Departments as Judicial Bodies. 

THE INTEREST in the Swansea School case extends, however, 
for the public, far beyond the actual settlement of the dispute | 
about teachers’ salaries in non-provided schools. We had ocea- | 
sion, nearly a year ago, to call attention to the extraordinary | 
action of the Charity Commissioners in the Weir case, and the | 
severe manner in which that behaviour was spoken of in the | 
Court of Appeal (54 So.icitors’ JourNAL, 596, June 18th, 1910). | 
Re Weir Hospital in reported in 1910, 2 Ch. 124, and it is remark- 





able that each of the three principal series of the Law Reports for 
1910 furnishes an instance of abuse of its powers by Govern- 
ment departments or public bodies, this abuse necessitating 
recourse to the courts for protection. Rex v. Board of Education 
is reported (Court of Appeal) in 1910, 2 K. B. 165, and Laughton 
v. Commissioner's of Port Erin (1910, A. C. 565) gave occasion 
for the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council to animadvert 
on the impropriety of a public body “ resisting a just demand 
which no private individual in a similar case would have thought 
of repudiating.” Of these three cases by far the most serious is 
the Board of Education case, because the board’s misfeasance arose 
out of the abuse of judicial functions in deciding between the 
claim of two disputants, and from the proper exercise of those 
functions no appeal is given. The decision of the House of 
Lords, especially in view of the recent occurrence of other 


|instances of departmental wrongdoing, should give a set-back 


to the present vicious tendency towards conferring autocratic 
power on Government departments, and so creating a separate 
droit administratif. The Lord Chaneellor referred to this in his 
judgment: ‘Comparatively recent statutes have extended, if 
they have not originated, the practice of imposing upon depart- 
ments or officers of State the duty of deciding or determining 
questions of various kinds.” Quite recently, in the debate on 


| the Copyright Bill in the House of Commons, Mr. BALrour 


also referred to this new activity of Government departments : 
“T do not like the growing practice—I do not say of this 
Government, but I will say of this House—to hand over to a 
Government ofticial unchecked and without an appeal to any 


}court of law the fortunes and interests of any class of his 
| Majesty’s subjects. It is contrary to all our oldest and best 


traditions.” ‘That was in reference to clause 4 of the Bill, 


| which proposes to give the Board of Trade unfettered discretion 


to permit an author’s copyright to be infringed by republica- 


| tion before the expiration of the statutory term of protection. 


Government departments appear to find it difficult to exercise 
judicial discretion ; they do not, to adopt the words of the Lord 
Chancellor in his recent judgment, ‘ act in good faith and fairly 
listen to both sides.” And the plain moral is, that Government 
departments should not be entrusted with judicial functions 
without appeal to the ordinary courts—“ to so entrust them is 
contrary to all our oldest and best traditions.” 


Working Minerals Adjacent to Railways. 


In THE CASE of London and North Western Railway Co. v. 
Howley lark Coal Co, (Times, 10th inst.) the Court of Appeal 
have reversed the decision of Eve, J., with respect to the rights 
of mineral owners in the neighbourhood of, but more than forty 
yards distant from, thea railway. As regards minerals within 
that limit the code prescribed by sections 77-85 of the Railway 
Clauses Act, 1845, exempts the railway company from the 


| necessity of purchasing the minerals upon the acquisition of the 


land required for the railway. Instead of this, the question of 
any payment in respect of the mineyals is left until the mineral 
owner requires to work them. When he proposes t> work 
within forty yards of the line, he must give notice to the company, 
and if the company think it necessary for the protection of their 
line that the minerals shall be left unworked, compensation must 
then be assessed and paid. In the present case part of the 
minerals proposed to be worked were within the forty yards 
limit, and primé facie, therefore, they were subject to the above 
sections. But the railway company attempted to take them out 
of the statute on the ground that both the surface of the land 
and certain intervening strata had been purchased, not under 
the statute, but by agreement outside the statute. It was held, 
however, both by Eve, J., and the Court of Appeal, that the 


| purchases were in effect under the statute, and hence an injunc- 


tion against the working of the coal within the limit was refused. 
sutas to the coal beyond the forty yards limit, the statute is 
silent, and there appears to be no reason for depriving the rail- 
way company of the ordinary rights of landowners in respect of 
the surface or other land which they have acquired ; that is, 
they are entitled to vertical or lateral support from the adjacent 
minerals beyond the forty yards limit. The point does not 


appear to have been previously discussed, though it seems that 
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in (reat Western Railway v. Bennett (L. R. 2 H. L. 27), where the 
company were held liable to pay compensation, a small part of 
the minerals there in question lay outside the limit, and Eve, J., 
took this as a decision governing the present case. But, as we 
pointed out in discussing his decision (54 SoLicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
95), the point was not considered in Bennett's case, and the code 
of the Railway Clauses Act, 1845, only regulates the respective 
rights of the railway company and the mineral owners within 
the preseribed limit. Beyond this the ordinary rules of law 
prevail, and the Court of Appeal held, accordingly, that the 
company were entitled to an injunction to prevent the mineral 
owners from working minerals beyond the limit so as to with 
draw vertical or lateral support from the land and minerals of 
the company within the limit. 


Agents and Marine Insurance 

A QUESTION of great importance in 
business was decided by Scrutton, J., in Willis, Faber d 
Co. v. Joyee \ast week (Times, 8th inst.). The defendant 
formerly carried on business as an underwriter at Lloyd’s, and 
originally employed one HoLrorD as his agent to underwrite 
policies. Hortrorp died in July, 1907, and then the defendant 
employed ANGOVE in the sama capacity. In May, 1908, he 
entered into an agreement with ANGOVE under which the agency 
was to continue till the 31st of December, 1909. After that date 
ANGOVE still continued to underwrite policies, purporting to act 
on behalf of the defendant, but the defendant denied that he 
was any longer his agent, and as to the policies in question in the 
present case he disputed his liability. When, however, a person 
has employed another as his ostensible agent, he cannot avoid 
liability tor the agent’s acts after a given date by merely 
proving that he had withdrawn the agent's authority before that 
date. In order to terminate that authority as regards persons 
who have been acting in pursuance of it, it is necessary 
for notice to be given that the agency is determined. This 
principle was applied in 7rweman vy. Loder (11 A. & E. 589), 
and it was enunciated by Lord SELBorneE in Scarf v. Jardine 
(7 App, Cas., p. 349). That was a case of partnership, but 
partnership is only an instance of agency, and the principle on 
which partners may }3 liable for each other's acts after a secret 
dissolution of the partnership is the same as in the case of 
other agents. A person who has accredited another as his 
agent is estopped “trom denying that agency at a subsequent 
time as against the persons to whom he has accredited bim by 
reason of any secret revocation.” The principle, as Scrutton, J., 
held, applies to the employment by an underwriter of an agent 
to transact business for him at Lloyd's, and the more so since 
there would be great practical difficulty in making inquiries as 
to the continuance of the agent’s authority, while, on the other 
hand, there is no difliculty in giving notice of revocation of 
authority. Lloyd’s, the learned judge observed, is a small room 
where notices pass round quickly, and a notice could easily be 
given so as to be generally known within twenty-four hours. 
No such notice had been given in the present case, and accord- 
ingly the defendant was liable on the policies. 


marine insurance 


Receivers for Debenture-holders. 

THE QUESTION of the posit’on of a receiver appointed by 
debenture-holders—whether he is to be regarded as agent for 
the company or for the debenture-holders—~has been frequently 
before the courts, and the effect of the decisions has been con- 
sidered by the Court of Appeal in Leyes v. Wood (1911, 1 K. B. 
806). It has, of course, become the practice for a receiver to be 
appointed under an ordinary mortgaze in such a manner as to 
make him the agent of the mortgagor, and this is facilitated by 
the express provision of section 24 (2) of the Conveyancing Act, 
1881. And when a debenture makes a like provision, or when 
it expressly incorporates the receivership provision of the statute 
without alteration, the same result follows, and the receiver 
becomes the agent of the company : Owen v. Cronk (1895, 1 Q. B. 
265), Gosling v. Gaskell (1897, A. C. 575). On the other hand, 
if there is no such provision in the debenture, and no such incor- 

ration of the statute, the receiver is the agent of the debenture- 
er samp Ite Vimbos (1900, 1 Ch. 470), Robinson Printing Uo. v. Chi 
(Limited) (1905, 2 Ch. 123). 


made the usual express provisions with regard to the receiver, 
and it was considered that these, in themselves, were opposed 
to his being treated a; the agent of the company. His powers 
were not confined to the receipt and application of income. They 
extended to dealings with capital assets, and he was to deal with 
these, apparently, on bshalf of the debenture-holders. Then 
came a provision that certain sections of the Conveyancing Aci 
should appl!y-—though ths numbers of the sections were, by error, 
left blank—but they were only to apply as varied by the 
debenture. It was held by Scrutron J., and the Court of 
Appeal that the previous express provisions, by impliedly 
making the receiver the agent of the debenture-holders, had 
excluded section 24 (2), and hence the debenture-holders could 
not take advan‘age of the statutory provision in order to make 
the receiver the agent of the company. Consequently they 
were liable for his remuneration. 


Why Leases Came to be Made for 
99 and ggg Years. 


ALTHOUGH, apart from statutory authority, a lease in perpetuity 
is void, and express limitations as to the term to be created are 
now imposed by statute on all qualified or partial owners of 
land, it would appear that, even if there ever was a time when 
the common law or statute imposed any restraint as to the 
limit of a term of years to be validly created by an absolute 
owner there has now long ceased to be any such limit in his 
case. There was a time, until the Legislature stepped in, when 
even a corporation aggregate might make any lease they thought 
fit. Lord Coke is indeed responsible for the statement that, by 
the common law of England, a man could not have made a 
lease for above forty years at the most, “for that by long 
leases many were prejudiced, and many times were disinherited ’; 
but it has been pointed out by BLACKSTONE and others that 
such a law, if ever it existed, was soon antiquated, and that 
there are to be found, even in the Formulare Anglicanum, 
instances of leases for fifty and eighty years in the reigns of 
RicHARD II. and Epwarp IV., and that long terms of 300 or 
even 1,000 years were in use in the time of Epwarp III., and, 
probably of Epwarp I. also. Their existence, too, is recognized in 
Sheppard’s Touchstone, where it is stated that, if a man make a 
leasa for 1,000 years, the lease is perfect by the delivery of the 
deed, without any livery of seisin. Terms of years were 
originally, no doubt, for well-known reasons, of quite short 
duration, and it is of the essence of a lease that there 
should be a reversion reserved to the grantors ; but, even apart 
from thelong terms introduced by conveyancers into deeds for 
the familiar purposes of securing jointures and portions, or 
created by mortgagors, terms of 199, 999, and 2,000 years appear 
in the reports of the time of CHarves IL, and there is reference 
to be found to one of 10,000 years, commencing in the seven- 
teenth century. There would also seem to be in existence on the 
Mosely estate in Manchester a term of 9,999 years, which will 
not expire, by effluxion of time, before the year 11,810. In the 
face this infinite variety and wealth of possible duration, it is 
perhaps difficult to see why the now familiar limits of 99 and 999 
years respectively should have been ever or particularly chosen 
as those of special frequency for leases, and it may be suggested 
that the explanation is due to a different cause in each case. 

The limit of 99 years would appear to be connected with a 
somewhat arbitrary estimate of 100 years as the probable extreme 
duration of the life of man. Leases for years are, in their attri- 
butes, evolution, and history, a sort of middle term between an 
estate for life and a tenancy at will ; and the selection of 99 years 
as a term may very well have been of the nature of an offer by 
a landowner to a lessee of something as little short of the dura- 
tion of the life of man (who, although in the eye of the law he 
may live for ever, has been found, by the experience of many 
centuries, only phenomenally able to attain a century himself) 
as would make it worth the lessee’s while to build or lay out 
money on the property. Some confirmation of this theory may 
be found in the fact that very early law reports indicate leases 








In the present case the debenture | for 99 years if a named person should so long live; terms of this 
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description were in existence as —_ as the end of the sixteenth 
century ; and the selection of this limit on any large and well- 
known estate would soon lead to its wider or general adoption. 
This would be followed by the express introduction into wills and 
settlements of a power similarly limited, and the recognition of the | 
term as generally suitable for its purpose ; and, after a while, the | 
court as t> private owners, and the court and the Legislature as | 
t> corporations ani like bodies, seam t» have adopted this limit | 
as one which, though quite too long for mere occupation or hus- | 
bindry leases, was presumably beneficial for the development of 
a building estate or building purposes. The reversion on such 


a term would have, almost from the first, a recognized and appre- | 
ciable value and a not undue control could be retained by the 
lessor in the interests of the estate generally. 


The reasons suggested above for the origin of a ninety-nine 
years term—or at any rate some of them—hardly apply to the 
larger term of 999 years. Even the generally accepted period 
of the life of MerHusELAH precludes any idea of connecting such a 
term with any possible reversion in the case of any individual | 
lessor; and it is suggested that the selection of this longer 
perio 1 may be found in the statement of Lord Coxe, also to be 
found in the Mirror of Justice, and traceable to a date early in 
the fourteenth century, that “a lease for 1,000 years is never 
without suspicion of fraud.” That intending lessors should in 
this respect ‘sail as near the wind” as possible, would be quite 
consistent with a not infrequent view of their obligation to 
observe the letter, rather than the spirit, of the law, taken by 
mankind in general in their dealings with their property, and 
the selection accordingly of aterm, less by but a single year 
than the tainted period of 1,000 years, may very well have 
been first suggested by the above maxim, so confidently 
stated by Tord CokE, and doubtless well-known | 
to conveyancers of that time. It was in the reign of | 
Queen ELizaBeTH that the famous statute against fraudulent 
and covinous conveyances was enacied, and that statute 
emphasizes the fact that the law abhors covin, defining it as “a | 
secret assent determined in the hearts of two or more to the | 
defrauding and prejudice of another” ; and (with a pardonable 
unwillingness to anticipate the perverse ingenuity of later | 
generations) “a thing more commonly used and practised in | 
these days than hath been seen or heard of enebaloes . | 
to the overthrow of all true and plain dealing and chevisaunce | 
between man and man.” The consequences imposed by this | 
statute on covinous conveyances (and a lease is a conveyance 
pro tanto) may well have impressed upon the conveyancers of 
that day the need for acting upon the warning dictum of Lord 
CoKE, and it is noteworthy that it is as froma date subsequent | 
to the above statute that more frequent references to terms of 
999 years begin to appear in the reports. It would not be long 
before such terms became widely recognized in suitable cases, 
and eventually their employment became so frequent in 
some parts of the country that, as in Yorkshire and other 
nothern counties at the present day, they soon obtained the 
universality of a custom, and the courts themselves recognized as 
reasonable the refusal of intending tenants under certain circum- 
stances to take a shorter term, and the consequent propriety of | 
allowing trustees and limited owners to grant leases for the full | 
period. Such leases were often authorized under the Settled 
Estates Act of 1877, on evidence that it was customary in the | 
particular district to grant building leases for 999 years, and the | 
provisions of the Settled Land Acts can be, and are frequently, 
employed with the same efficacy. 

At the present day the question of the origin of the 
selection of the periods of 99 and 999 years respectively is | 
academic rather than of practical importance ; but the priméd 
Jacie propriety of the shorter of the two terms, as being that 
suitable for a building lease, has been expressly recognized in 
more than one statute. It muy also be susembennt that it | 


was not until the present London County Council determined 
to offer leases for the full term of ninety-nine years, and 
rescinded the unfortunate resolution of their predecessors to | 
grant leases for eighty years only, that builders could be found | 
to come forward at all readil 

building site of the Council in k 


to take up leases of the great | 
ingsway. | 


Reviews. 
Town Planning Schemes. 


A Practica, GUIDE IN THE PREPARATION oF TowN PLANNING 
Scuemes. By E. G. Benriey, LL.B., and 8. Poynton Taytor, 
A.R.L.B.A., Member of the National Housing Council. George 
Philip & Son. 

This little book is not a law book, but a practical treatise on the 
art of town planning which, however, aims at fulfilling the require- 
ments of the recent Housing, Town Planning, &c., Act, 1909. The 
subject-matter of that statute is one new to English law, but by no 


| means novel in practical jurisprudence. Ever since 1875 Prussia 


has possessed a Town Planning Act, which has gradually been adopted 
by the other German States. New Zealand, also, has tried experiments 
in this, as in other directions ; and, curiously enough, the Orange River 
State—of all places—has a similar Act in full operation. We should 


| have thought that on the “illimitable veldt "—to quote a famous 


phrase of Mr. Chamberlain—the problem of planning towns could 
safely have been deferred to some future generation. Be that as it 
may, there exist those various sources from which the engineer and 
the councillor can derive assistance in working the English statute. 


| To aid them in so doing the authors have — all necessary in- 


formation in the shortest possible compass, and have added specimen 
forms of notices and advertisements which the law requires, as 
well as a model set of coloured plans prepared in accordance with 
the requirements of the regulations. This is rather a book for the 
official and the architect than for the lawyer, but the practical in- 
formation contained may assist the latter at a public inquiry into 
the desirability of adopting a suggested scheme. 





Books of the Week. 


Light.—A Treatise upon the Law of Light, including an Exposi- 
tion of the Law Relating to the Nature, Acquisition, Preservation 
and Extinguishment of the Easement or Right to Light and the 
Remedies afforded for the Protection of Window Lights. By R. G. 
Nicnotson ComsBe, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co, 

Real Property.—Challis's Law of Real Property, chiefly in 
in relation to Conveyancing. Third Edition, By CHARLES SWEET, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Co. 


Correspondence. 
The New Land Taxes, 


[To the Kditor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—Lf attention has not already been called in your columns to 
the necessity for mortgagees to protect themselves against the con- 
sequences of their mortghge properties being under-valued (in the 
original valuations), I would ask you to now call attention to the 

int. 

I have been told that a case has recently occurred in which a 
mortgagee had lent about £400 on mortgage, that he recently had 
to realize his security (which he did at a figure £50 less than his 
mortgage money), and then discovered that, in consequence of an 
absurdly low valuation having been accepted by the mortgagor, 
without his (the mortgagee’s) knowledge, he had to meet a consider- 
able claim for increment value duty on the sale. 

There is probably not much risk of a valuation at too low a figure 
being accepted in the case of a mortgagor who is a large property 
owner. But in the case of small owners, it is very likely to 
happen, it being well known that amongst these there has been a mis- 
taken idea that the lower the valuation the less they would probably 
have to pay under the new taxation. 

It seems a necessary precaution that mortgagees should ensure 
getting prompt notice of the provisional valuation, so that they may 
object to the valuation if they think fit, and if necessary exercise 
their right of appealing against it. : 

It would seem also that solicitors should advise their mortgagee 
clients of the risk, or take steps on their behalf to protect them 
against it. 

The most certainly effective way would appear to be to apply (as 
a “person interested to the commissioners for a copy of the pro- 
visional valuation of the land before it is settled : under section 27, 
sub-section 5, of the Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910. yer 

The Somerset House authorities state that the application should 
be made to the valuer for the district, and that his name and address 
can be obtained at Somerset House. ARTHUR CovENEY. 

13 Old Cavendish-street, Cavendish-square, London, W., April 6, 











422 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


April 15, tort. 








“Transfer on Sale” within Section 2 (3) of 
Finance Act, 1910. 


[ 7'o the Edit x of the Soli-iters’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.] 


Sir,—I beg to put the question whether a lease by the freeholder 
at a ground-rent, and in consideration of a premium, is a “ transfer 
on sale” within the meaning of section 2 (3) of the Finance Act, 1910, so 
as to entitle the owner to claim that the site value, at the date of the 
lease, if less than twenty years old, shall be substituted for the value 
ascertained under the Act, notwithstanding that the instrument 
takes the form of a demise and not of an assignment ? 

I do not find any definition in the Act either of “ transfer” or 
“ sale.” The transaction is no doubt a sale in substance, but if it 
should be held not to be a sale within the meaning of the Act, many 
owners may be hardly hit. U. B. Broprrss. 

10, Fenchurch-buildings, E.C., April 10 





Alteration of Address. 
{Zo the Editor of the Solicitor#®’ Journal and Weekly Reporte r.| 


Sir,—In consequence of the demolition of our present offices for 
the Mall Approach improvement, we are moving to No. 31, Spring- 
gardens on the 18th inst., and that will be our address from that 
date. 

Please note that our telephone number will continue to be 6545 
Central. Horcoop & Dowsons. 

7, Spring garde ns, London, s.W.., April S, 


Points to be Noted. 


Practice. 


Commissioner for Oaths— Proceedings in which he Act; as 
Solicitor.--By section 1 (2) of the Commissioners for Oaths Act, 
1889, a commissioner for oaths may administer oaths and take 
affidavits “for the purposes of any court or matter in England, in 
cluding ” various litigious and non-litigious matters. By sub-section 
(3) he shall not exercise these powers “in any proceeding in which 
he is solicitor to any of the parties v the proceeding, or clerk to 
any such solicitor, or in which he is interested.” The word “ pro- 
ceeding ” is here used to cover all the matters specified in sub-section 
2), and is not to be confined to proceedings in court or litigious 
proceedings. —Rer Baa ey (C.A., Oct. 28) (55 Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
48 ; 1911, 1 K. B. 317). 

Action against Attorney Gereral Declaratory Judgment.—A 
person neglecting to perform an act, and threatened in consequence 
on behalf of the Crown with the enforcement of a penalty upon him 
is entitled to bring an action against the Attorney-General for a 
declaration that he is under no obligation to perform the act ; and 
such a person need not proceed by petition of right.—Dyson », 
ATTorRNEY-GENERAL (C.A., Dee. 10) (55 Soricrrors’ JourNAr, 168 : 
1911, 1 K. B. 410). 

Solicitor--Co:ts--Attachment--Crimin1l or Punitive Matter.- 
A motion for attachment of a solicitor, for contempt in failing to 
deliver a bill of costs pursuant to an order for taxation, is not a 
criminal matter (even proceedings to strike a solicitor off the rolls are 
not such a matter). The jurisdiction of the court on such a motion 
is rather punitive or disciplinary, and the default of the solicitor is 
not a criminal offence, though it is an offence ; and one result of this 
is that the costs of the motion may be recovered by action and not 
enforced by attachment.—SeLpon v. WiLpE (C.A., Dee. 19) (1911, 1 
K. B. 701). 


Bankruptey--Fi. Fa.--'‘ Costs of Execution.”—If the sheriff, 
after executing a fi. fa. but before selling the goods taken, is informed 
that a receiving order has been made against the judgment debtor, his 
only remaining interest in those goods is his first charge on them, 
under section 11 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1890, for his “costs of the 
execution.” It may happen that between the execution and the 
notice the sheriff has had to interplead against claimants “under 
a bill of sale, or mortgage, or what not”; and in such a case his 
costs of the interpleader proceedings are not recoverable as “costs 
of the execution.”—Re hecans (C.A., Jan. 20) (55) Sonrerrors’ 
JOURNAL, 219; 1911, 1 K. B. 641). 


Bankruptcy—Appeals—Extension of Time.—By section 1 (1) («) 
of the Judicature (Procedure) Act, 1894, “‘ No appeal shall lie from 
an order allowing an extension of time for appealing from a judg- 
ment or order.” In spite of the special and peculiar nature of the 
jurisdiction established by the Bankruptcy Acts, this section applies 
to bankruptcy proceedings ; and an pin. of a Divisional Court in 
bankruptcy in no way differs, for this purpose, from an order of any 

ther court.—Re A Depror (C.A.., Feb. 17) (1911, 1 K. B. 841). 


| New Orders, &c. 


High Court of Justice. 
EASTER VACATION, 1911. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During the Easter Vacation, all applications “ which may require 
to be immediately or promptly heard,” are to be made to the 
Honourable Mr. Justice ScruTToN. 

Mr. Justice Scruton will act as Vacation Judge from Thursday 
April 13th, to Monday, April 24th, both days inclusive. 

His lordship will sit in King’s Bench Judges’ Chambers on 
Thursday, April 20th, at 10.30. On other days within the above 
period applications in urgent matters may be made to his lord- 
ship by post or, if necessary, personally 

In the case of applications to the judge by post the brief of 
counsel should be sent addressed to the judge by post, prepaid, 
accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the 
application, and also by a minute, on a separate sheet of paper, 
signed by counsel, of the order he may consider the soulieuns 
entitled to, and also an envelope, sufficiently stamped, capable of 
receiving the papers, addressed as follows :—“ Chancery Official 
Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Cham- 
bers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy 
of the writ, and a certificate of writ issued. must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Vacation Judge can be obtained on application 
> the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Room 136, Royal Courts of 
Justice. 


‘CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


INTERNATIONAL SPONGE IMPORTERS (LIM.) (Appellants) ». ANDREW 
WATT & SONS (Respondents). 9th and 3lst March. 


SaLe or Goops—CommerctaL TRAVELLER—CasH InsTEaD or CRossED 
Cueques—Scorper or AvutTHoriry—Fraup By TRAVELLER—INNOCENT 
Party to Fraup—Amsicuovs Notice to Taiap Party or AGENTS 
Limirep AUTHORITY. 








A firm employed a traveller named Cohen to call on customers with 
samples of sponges. It was his duty to fix the price, and to forward 
to his employers a sale sheet containing particulars of the transaction. 
The firm then would send the customer an invoice and a monthl 
statement of account would follow. The “statements of account” all 
contained three printed express intimations to customers :—(1) That 
cheques were to be crossed; (2) All cheques to be made payable to the 
firm; and (3) “‘ No receipt valid unless on the firm’s printed form, to 
be attached hereto.’’ The appellants alleged that with the exception 
of three transactions invalid in this case (and one since discovered) 
they had done business on this footing with the respondents for ten 
years. In October, 1905, October, 1907, and May, 1908, the traveller, 
by fraudulent representation, induced the respondents to give him the 
price of these three parcels of sponges which he had sold to them 
below cost price. On the third occasion the respondents paid the 
traveller £120 in cash. The present proceedings related to the last 
payment only. The Court of Session assoilzied the respondents 
from the conclusions of the action. 

Held, that the decision appealed from was right, as although it was 
clear the traveller had no actual authority to receive payment, except 
by crossed cheque, it was not established that the respondents, whose 
good faith and integrity were undisputed and indisputable, had 
express notice that the traveller could only receive payment by crossed 
cheque. 

De cision of Second Division of Court of Session (1909, 2 Scots L. T. 
24) affirmed. 

Appeal by the Sponge Co. against a decision of the Second Division 
of the Court of Session in Scotland. The facts appear sufficiently 
from the headnote. It was proved at the trial that the respondents 
had paid Cohen some time before the transactions now arraigned by 
open cheque, and no objection had been taken by the appellants; that 
the fraud of Cohen was facilitated by a widespread conspiracy to 
defraud the company by certain of their employees at the head office. 
The respondents denied liability. 

Tue Hovssr took time for consideration. 1. 

Lord Loresurn, C., in moving that the appeal should be dismissed 
with costs, said the sponge company employed as agent one Cohen. 
Cohen had dealt with Messrs. Watt for a considerable time, and nearly 
always Messrs. Watt paid for the sponges they bought by crossed 
cheque, payable to Cohen’s principals. In 1904, however, if not 
earlier, Cohen commenced a system of frauds. He sold and delivered 
| sponges to Messrs. Watt as before, but on four occasions he induced 
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them to pay at once, either by open cheque payable to him or by coin 
and notes, and then embezzled the money. The International Sponge 
Co. now say that these transactions were beyond Cohen’s authority, 
and this action relates to the last three of these transactions. It was 
clear, from the evidence, that Cohen had no actual authority to receive 
in payment for sponges anything except crossed cheques in favour of 
the pursuers. It was not, however, established that Messrs. Watt 
had express notice on that point. There was, however, a printed 
direction, in the form of account usually rendered, relating both to 
payment by cheque and to the form of receipt, but it was equivocal. 
The excuses invented by Cohen to induce the defendants to pay were 
flimsy enough. But his lordship would be sorry to affirm, as a general 
proposition, that such payments to a traveller were to be upheld. 
What determined him, though not without doubt, in upholding these 
payments was that the good faith and integrity of Messrs. Watt was 
never for a moment disputed, and there seemed some evidence that the 
reason the pursuers did not discover the fraud earlier was that they 
were the victims of a conspiracy among their own staff. Books had 
been falsified, auditors deceived, and documents concealed, so that the 


responsible managers were not aware of Cohen’s dishonest dealings or | 


of his departure from his instructions. The court in Scotland had held 


that the loss of Cohen’s fraud must be borne by his employers, and in | 


his lordship’s opinion that was the right view. 
Lord Atkinson and Lord Saw concurred. Order accordingly.— 
CounseL, Buckmaster, K.C., and Kemp (the latter of the Scots Bar), 


for the appellants; H. P. Macmillan and Hon. W. Watson (both of | 


the Scots Bar), for the respondents. Soricrrors, Fussell d& Arnholz, 
for W. Geddes, Edinburgh; Busk, Mellor, d& Norris, for Mackenze, 
Innes, & Logan, W.S., Edinburgh. 

[Reported by Ersxine Rep, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


SHARPE v. DURRANT. Warrington, J. 5th to 7th April. 


EASEMENT—RESERVATION OF Ricgut oF Way—EASEMENT IN FUTURO— | 


CoveNANT TO ‘“‘ MAKE AND Provipe’’ Crossing oveR TRAMWAY— 
Time Inpermnire—IntTerest IN Lanp—PeRpPEeTUITY—PERSONAL 
CovENANT—IMPLIED STIPULATION—ENCUMBRANCE. 


In 1889 the defendant conveyed to the plaintiff's predecessors in 
title a strip of land for a tramway, the deed containing a reservation 
by the vendors of the right to cross the line at two points to be selected 
by them, and a covenant by the purchasers to ‘‘ make and provide”’ 
crossings at the points selected by the vendor on notice being given. 
In1 the defendants gave notice of one point selected, and from 
that date crossed the line there from time to vime, but no crossing was 
ever constructed. In 1910 the pldintiff obstructed the crossing, and 
sought to restrain the defendant from using it. 

Held, that the reservation was void as breaking the rule against 
perpetuities, ‘but that the covenant contained an implied personal obit- 
gation not to interfere with the defendant's crossing, which obligation 


became fixed and attached to the land as soon as the point was selected, | 


and that the plaintiff had notice thereof, and was bound thereby. 
This was an action by the plaintiff to restrain the defendants from 


removing certain fences and trespassing on the plaintiff's tramway, over | 


which the defendant, by counterclaim, claimed a right of way. The 
defendants were the owners of the Branksome estate, near Bournemouth, 


and in 1887 agreed to grant to the plaintiff's predecessor in title 1 | 


strip of land, 25 feet in width, for the construction of a tramway. By 
the conveyance, which was dated the 19th of March, 1889, the vendors 
reserved the right of passing and repassing over the said tramway by 
crossings to be made by the purchaser, and the purchaser covenanted, 
upion notice being given by the vendors within three months, to ‘‘ make 
and provide crossings, by bridges or otherwise, as, and at any two 


places that, the vendors should require. In 1892 the vendors gave notice | 


to the purchaser requiring him to provide a level crossing at a place 
specified. A crossing was not provided, but from time to time carts, 
passengers, and horses crossed the tramway at that spot. In 1895 the 
tramway was conveyed to the plaintiff, who in 1910 erected fences to 
prevent the defendants and their servants from crossing the line, where- 
upon the defendants removed the fences, and the action was commenced 
to determine whether a right of way existed. 

Warrimoton, J., in the course of his judgment, said: The legal 
objection on which the plaintiff relies is this—The deed of conveyance 
contains two provisions—the reservation, and the covenant relating to 
things to be done pursuant to the reservation. The effect of the 
reservation is said to be that it reserves to the vendors, their heirs and 


assigns, the right of passage over the tramway at two pointe to be | 


selected, but there is no specified time within which the selection is to 
be made. Until the selection is made there is no easement; the 
reservation is of an easement in futuro, which may come into force at 
a time beyond the period allowed by the rule against perpetuities 


(Lewis on Perpetuities, p. 620). The reservation, therefore, is bad, and | 


with this conclusion I agree; but that does not determine the case. As 
was said by Farwell, L.J., in South Eastern Railway Co. v. Associated 
Portland Cement Manufacturers (1910, 1 Ch. 12), ‘‘a personal agree- 
ment, not creating any interest in land, is not within the rule against 
perpetuities.’’ Now, in addition to the reservation, here was a personal 
covenant on the part of the purchaser to ‘‘ make and provide ’’ cross- 
ings. After 1892, when the vendors gave notice of the point selected, 
the purchaser came under the obligation of providing a crossing at that 


| spot. For the reason I have stated this obligation could not be en- 
forced specifically against the plaintiff. But if the contract is to pro- 
vide a way, that involves, by necessary implication, an obligation not 
to interfere with the defendant’s passage at that point. The plaintiff’s 
predecessors, the purchasers, could not therefore have prevented the 
defendants crossing the line at the point selected, and the plaintiff, 
| being their successor, with notice of the obligation, is bound not to do 
that which his predecessors would not have been at liberty to do. In 
other words, this is a case where a person, taking land with notice of 
| an obligation entered into by the previous owner, will be bound in 
| equity to give effect to that obligation. The covenant in the deed is 
| expresely stated, on the part of the purchaser, to run with the land. 
This covenant ex necessitate rei involved an obligation not to interfere 
| with the defendant’s crossing the line, for to provide a crossing, and 
to be at liberty to obstruct it would be an absurd contradiction. An 
| obligation may exist without being set forth in express terms, as was 
| held in Manchester Ship Canal Co. v. Manchester Racecourse Co. (1901, 
1 Ch. 37 This obligation is in effect negative, and an encumbrance 
on the land, which the holder has taken with notice. The rule against 
perpetuities does not apply here. The obligation—which constitutes 
| the burden on the land—is not to obstruct the defendant's crossing the 
line at the given point. This obligation did not take effect until the 
| point was fixed, but as soon as that was done, it attached to the land, 
| and bound the owner not to interfere. There must be judgment, 
therefore, for the defendant on the claim and counterclaim, and a 
declaration that he is entitled to a right of way at the point in ques- 
tion.—COUNSEL, A. C. Clausen, K.C., and P. F. Wheeler, for the 
plaintiffs ; G. Cave, K.C., and Leeke, for the defendant. Sotrcrrors, 
| Sharp & Benest; Trotter d& Patteson, for Overbury, Steward, & 
| Eaton, Norwich. 
Reported by R. C. CaRRINGTON, Barrister-at-Law. 


High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
DUKE OF BEDFORD +. LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. Court. 
23rd March. 


Licence—Mate Servant—GARDENER—TAXABLE Persons—Revenve 
Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 14), ss. 27, 19 (3)—Revenve Acr, 1876 
(39 Vicr. c. 16), s. 5. 

Section 5 of the Inland Revenue Act, 1876, which enacts that a 
| servant employed in certain capacities shall not be deemed to be other- 
wise employed because he is occasionally or partially employed to do 
| something else, only applies to a person who is not taxable, but who 
happens to do duties which, if they were his ordinary duties, would 
render him taxable. 

This was a case stated by a metropolitan police magistrate, Mr. 
Marsham. It appeared that the Duke of Bedford, who, among other 
places, was owner of Bedford-square and Ridgmont-gardens, employed 
five men to attend to the gardens enclosed therein, one of them, whose 
name was Peck, being the foreman. Peck directed the operations of 
the other four men in the matter of planting the gardens with flowers 
from time to time and generally keeping the places in order. Informa- 
tion was laid against the appellant « for that the appellant in May, 
1910, unlawfully did employ a male servant (Peck) without having 
a licence for him in accordance with section 27 of the Revenue Act, 
1869.’ In the same way information wae laid with reference to the 
other four men. On the hearing of the summonses the magistrate held 
Peck to be a ‘‘ gardener,”’ and therefore the proper subject of a licence, 
but decided that the other four men were merely labourers and there- 
fore exempt. Both parties appealed against this decision. On behalf 
of the Duke of Bedford it was contended that a gardener must have 
some gardening skill, and Peck had been at one time on a farm and 
subsequently a carman, and had no skill as a gardener. His duties 
| were really those of a labourer. Under section 19 (3) of the Revenue 
Act, 1869, a person partially employed in a taxable capacity was tax- 
able. But section 5 of the Revenue Act, 1876, had altered that, and 
the present test was as to what was the main employment of the person 
in question. It was argued for the county council that the descrip- 
tion ‘‘ gardener ’’ was a wide one, and that most gardeners of necessity 
did some labourers’ work. If a man was employed in the capacity 
of a gardener, he was a gardener. ; ; 

Lord Atverstone, C.J., in giving judgment, said that ger | 
the same question arose on both of the appeals. It might be a difficult 
thing to decide whether men employed in gardens were gardeners, and 
the present case would not decide anything beyond its own particular 
| facts. There was no doubt that the two places in question were 
gardens, but Mr. Danckwerts contended that Peck was engaged in 
duties which were not gardener’s duties, and he relied on section 5 of 
the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1876, which enacted that a ser- 
vant bond fide employed in certain capacities should not be deemed to 
be otherwise employed because occasionally or partially employed to do 
something else. The court had already pointed out in a previous case 
that this section must relate to a person not taxable, but who mene 
to do duties which, if they were his ordinary duties, would make him 
Peck had to select bedding plants and supervise their plant- 
amount of skill, and the court was clearly 
With regard to the four other men, 
hat the magistrate had misdirected 








taxable. : 
ing. That required a certain 
of opinion that he was gardener. 
| Mr. Russell asked the court to say t 
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himself on a question of law, namely, the meaning of “ gardener.” 
There was an old distinction drawn by the Commissioners between 
ardeners and men who merely did spade work in a garden. The 

istinction had disappeared from the directions on the forms, but 
ee age remembered it. The court, trying the case individually, might 

ve come to a different decision from that arrived at by the magistrate, 
but he had found as a fact that there was no evidence that these 
four men were gardeners ; in other words, he found that Peck supplied 
the skill and that the four men were labourers under him. There had 
been no misdirection, and therefore both appeals would be dismissed 
with costs. : 

Ripiey and Cuannewt, JJ., concurred.—Counset, for the Duke of 
Bedford, Danckwerts, K.C., and Bodkin; for the county council, 
C. A. Russel, K.C., and Cecil Walsh. Sonicrtors, R. 8. Taylor, 
Son, d&& Humbert; Edward Tanner. 

Reported by GERALD Dopson, Barrister-at-Law.]| 


DUNFORD & CO. (LIM.) v. CIA MARITIMA UNION. 
Scrutton, J. 3lst March. 

“ Six on Seven Consecurtve Voyaces Durine | 
1910 ’’—ConstRvction. 

The plaintiffs chartered a ship under a charter-party which con- 
tained the following terms :—‘‘ This charter to remain in force for siz 
or seven consecutive voyages (in charterer’s option) during 1910... . 
Steamers have liberty to load homeward cargoes to U.K. or Continent. 
Steamers to have liberty to dry dock."’ On the ship’s arrival at the 
loading port for the first voyage the charterers were unable to load 
her owing to a strike, and, although she arrived on the 3rd of January, 
there would have been no cargo available until the 11th of January. 
The ship, accordingly, did not load at that port, but proceeded to 
South Wales, where she loaded a cargo, whiek was carried to Italy, 
whence she returned to load under her original charter. The conse- 
quence was that she did not get home from her sixth voyage until 
after the 6th of January, 1911, when the charterers purported to exer- 
cise their option to load for seven voyages. 

Held, that the words “ during 1910’ were werds of description and 
protection for both parties, the one being only bound to load, and the 
other only bound to enpply» the steamer during 1910. 

Pope v. Bavidge (10 Ex. 73) not followed. 

The plaintiffs claimed damages for breach of a charter-party con- 
tract, of which the following were the material terms: ‘‘ This charter 
to remain in force for six or seven (in charterers’ option) consecutive 
voyages during 1910 . Steamers have liberty to load homeward 
cargoes to U.K. or Continent. Steamers to have liberty to dry dock.”’ 
On the 3rd of January, 1910, the ship presented herself at New- 
castle, the port of loading, but the charterers were unable to load in 
consequence of a strike, and no cargo was available until the 11th of 
January. Meanwhile the ship went to South Wales, and there loaded a 
cargo for an Italian port, whence she returned to Newcastle to load 
under the original charter-party, the round voyage occupying sixty-two 
days. [The learned judge found that there was nothing unreasonable 
ip this.) The consequence was that the vessel did not get home from 
her sixth voyage until after the 6th of January, 1911, when the char- 
terers purported to exercise their option to load for a seventh voyage. 
The shipowners objected that they were not entitled to the seventh 
voyage as it could not be commenced till 1911 instead of 1910. It was 
argued on behalf of the charterers that they were entitled to succeed 
on the authority of Pope v. Bavidge (10 Ex. 73). It was submitted on 
behalf of the shipowners that the authority of Pope v. Bavidge }ad 
been shaken by subsequent cases, notably Jackson v. Union Marine 
Insurance Co. (L. R. 10 COC. P. 125) and Nickoll v. Ashton (1901, 2 
K. B. 126) 

Scrutron, J., in the course of his judgment, said the case turned 
entirely on the meaning of the words “ during 1910,’’ and he read 
them as words of description and protection for both parties, the one | 
being only bound to load, and the other only bound to supply, the 
steamer during 1910 That being his view, it followed that the 
plaintiffs’ claim failed. Unless the case of Pope v. Bavidge (supra) 
was affected by subsequent decisions, he was, of course, bound by it if | 
it was applicable to the facts. He thought, however, that the reason- | 
ing and decision in Jackson v. Union Marine Insurance Co. (supra) and 
Nickoll v. Ashton (supra) were such that it was difficult to believe that 
Pope v. Bavidge (supra) would be decided at the present time as it | 
was decided then. For those reasons he did not think it necessary to 
follow Pope v. Bavidge (supra), and on the line of construction he had 
followed he gave judgment for the defendants with costs.—Covunskt, | 
Hill, K.C., and Lewis Noad; Bailhache, K.C., and D 

Soticrtors, Rawle, Johnstone, & Co., for Cooper & Good- 
Ince, Colt, & Ince 
Tromas, Barrister-at-Law.] 
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[Reported by Leonanp 6. 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Rte DEE ESTATES (LIM.). WRIGHT v. THE COMPANY. 

C.A. No. 2. 6th April 
Trust Deep—Retainer BY 
Crestvur Que Trust 


Soticrrorn—Lien Trustees—PosiTIon OF 
Solicitors who are instructed by trustees to prepare a trust deed 


huve a lien on the trust deed for their costs, and it makes no difference 





| gradually in statute after statute for many years. 


that as between the trustees and a third party the third party nay 
be bound to pay the costs. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Swinfen Eady, J. (reported 
ante, p. 349). A summons was taken out by the executors of one 
William Wright to vary the taxing master’s certificate made in pur- 
suance of am order directing taxation of certain costs. The taxing 
master certified that he had taxed the costs properly payabk 
Messrs. Priestman, for which they had a lien on the documents 
referred to in a certain exhibit, and also the costs and expenses 
properly incurred by the trustees of a certain trust deed, dated the 
4th of November, 1898, and in and about the execution of the trusts 
of or otherwise in relation to the said indenture (not included in a 
previous order) at the sum of £307. It appeared that William Wright 
was to receive £70,000 in debentures of the Dee Estates (Limited 
The debentures were to be secured by a trust deed, under which the 
said William Wright was to be sole cestui que trust. The costs in ques- 
tion were costs in connection with work done in and about the prepara 


to 


| tion and execution of this trust deed and the investigation of the title 


to the property to be comprised in it. The solicitors who had done the 
work claimed a lien on the trust deed and on certain other deeds, 
which subsequently came into their possession in connection with the 
same transaction. This claim was disputed by the executors of the 
said William Wright, who was sole cestui que trust under the trust 
deed and also one of the trustees. It had been at first proposed that 
Sir Clarence Smith should be trustee of the trust deed jointly with 
the said William Wright, and they, as was alleged by the solicitors, 
had retained the firm of Messrs. Priestman in connection with the 
matter, who had accordingly investigated the title and considered 
the form of the deed, which was submitted to counsel and ultimately 
approved. After that deed had been approved and engrossed there 
was a change in the proposed trustees, a Mr. Ayre being substituted 
for Sir Clarence Smith, and the new trustees then jointly retained 
Messrs. Priestman to act for them as such trustees. Ultimately, on 
the 4th of November, 1908, the trust deed was executed. Swinfen 
Eady, J., dismissed the application. Wright's executors appealed 
Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Fretcuer Movtron and 
Bucktry, L.JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
Cozens-Harpy, M.R.—Notwithstandin 
ment of counsel for the appellants, I think that this is about as hopeless 
an appeal as I have come across for some time. It is said that the 
solicitors have no lien. I ask myself, Why? It seems to me as plain 
and simple a case of the lien which a solicitor has as [ can mention. 
It can make no difference that Wright, who instructed and retained 
the solicitors, was a trustee for the debenture holders, who might 
thereafter take the benefit of the trust deed. The cestui que trust 
can only take subject to the right of the trustee under the general 
law to an indemnity in respect of liabilities incurred by him. This 
was a liability incurred by the trustee, and it seems to me that thie 
debenture holders make no difference. On that ground it seems to 
me a very plain case. If the solicitors had also been the solicitors of 
the company, so that two people were liable to them for the 
same costs, different considerations might arise. I certainly follow 
the view of Hall, V.C., in Mason v. Taylor (10 Ch. D. 729), that 
where it was a part of the bargain that the solicitors should look 
only to the company for payment of their costs they could not 
make the trustees for the debenture holders liable for the costs of the 
trust deed; but these considerations have no force whatever in a case 
where there is a separate solicitor who has a right only against his 
own client—that is to say, Wright. That being the solicitor’s right, 
it is in ro way affected by the further consideration that as between 
Wright and the company the company were bound to pay these costs 


the clear and forcible argu 


| It is not necessary for me to decide the point, but I also think that 
| the learned judge was right on the ground that these were costs and 


expenses incurred by the trustee. 

Fiercuer Movtiton and Bucktey, L.JJ., also delivered judgment to 
the same effect.—Counsen, Micklem, K.C., and Borthwick; Fron! 
Russell, K.C., and Percy Wheeler. Sotacrrors, Ridsdale & Son, io 
Freeth, Rawson, & Cartwright, Nottingham; Steavenson d& Coul: 
well, for T. d: A. Priestman, Hall. 


[Reported by J. I. Srretrve, Barrister-at-Law.] 





‘Lex,’ writing to the 7'imes on the Swansea school case, say 
“The history of the Swansea school case is, I submit, a valuable illus 
tration of one of the gravest and most insidious dangers which threaten 
us. It puts before us a concrete example of the perverse unfairness we 
may expect from the system of ‘administgative justice.’ Successiv¢ 
Governments both parties have been building up that system 
Only a few days ago 
the Prime Minister boasted im his letter to Mr. Hay Morgan of ‘the 
relief which the Government have been able to afford the Noncon 
formists by their administrative action’ in this very field of education 
The wrongdoing sought to be perpetrated by this action in the presen‘ 
instance has now been finally defeated by recourse to the King’s Courts 
It is in the protection of those courts that the best security of the 
subject against tlie oppression of the pew British bureaucracy lies 
For that very reason Cabinets now habitually connive with depart 
ments which they control to oust the jurisdiction of the courts and to 
substitute for it by statute arbitrary powers such as those which the 
Education Department has striven to abuse. Are we not going to resist 
this conspiracy against our elementary rights before the yoke is finally 
riveted upon our necks’ ”’ 
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Societies. 


The Law Society. 
GENERAL MEETING. 


A general meeting of the Law Society was held on Friday, the 7th | 
inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, Mr. H. J. Johnson (Pre- | 
sident) taking the chair. Among those present were the following | 
members of the Council :—Mr. William John Humfrys (Hereford, 
vice-president), Mr. James Samuel Beale, Mr. Thomas William Bis 
choff, Mr. John James Dumville Botterell, Mr. John Wreford Budd, 
Mr. Alfred Henry Coley (Birmingham), Mr, Cecil Allen Coward, Sir 
Homewood Crawford, Mr. Weeden Dawes, Mr. Robert William Dib- 
din, Mr. Samuel Garrett, Mr. Herbert Gibson, Mr. Charles Goddard, 
the Hon. Robert Henry Lyttelton, Mr. Charles Berkeley Margetts 
0% Tr Mr. Robert Chancellor Nesbitt, Sir Albert K. Rollit, 
LL.D., D.C.L., Litt.D., Mr. William Arthur Sharpe, Mr. Walter 
Trower, Mr. William Melnoth Walters, Mr. Robert Mills Welsford, 
and Mr. William Howard Winterbotham ; the following Extraordinary | 
members :—Mr. Arthur Joseph Clarke (High Wycombe), Mr. Charles 
Elton Longmore (Hertford), Mr. William Henry Norton (Manchester), 
and Mr. Richard Alfred Pinsent (Birmingham); also Dr. Osborne 
Boyes, Mr. D. W. Westmacott, Mr. E. H. Nash, Mr. A. L. Dillon | 
Lowe, Mr. E. T. Gurdon, Mr. H. E. Martyn, Mr. O. B. Martyn, Mr. 
A. Austin, Mr. E. W. Reeves, Mr. H. M. Cadman-Jones, Mr. 
8. P. B. Bucknill (secretary), and Mr. E. R. Cook (assistant secre- | 
tary). 





Business tn Kine’s Bencn Division. } 


Mr. Cuas. Forp (London) asked the following question, of which 
he had given notice :—‘‘ Whether in the opinion of the Council the 
appointment of two additional King’s Bench judges, made at the end 
of the last Long Vacation, has not been justified by the more expedi- | 
tious way in which the Cause List is now being disposed of, as indi- 
cated by the fact that whereas the number of cases set down at the 
beginning of Hilary Sittings last year was 1,101, this year it was only 
658?” he asked, further, whether it was not a fact that this bene- 
ficial reform had for its chief opponent the Lord Chancellor himself. 

The Presipent : I have not verified your actual figures, but it is a 
fact that since the appointment of two additional judges of the King’s 
Bench, special jury actions at any rate are more expeditiously disposed 
of than before, and I understand that before the addition of the estab- 
lishment such an action would nominally be tried about four or five 
months after being set down. It is now tried about two or three months 
after that time, but whether this greater expedition is entirely due to 
that one cause I am not in a position to say. 

Mr. Forp asked whether it was not a fact that this beneficial reform 
had as its chief opponent the Lord Chancellor himself. 

The Presipent : I do not think that is quite a fair way of putting 
it. There were many people who thought that the same result might 
have been produced by other means, and I fancy that the Lord Chan- | 
cellor was one of them; but I should think that the use of the words 
“chief opponent ”’ is rather too strong. 

Mr. Forp : One of the opponents? 

The Prestpent : He was one who thought it was not the only way 
ef bringing about the result, I think. 

Mr. Forp : Would you allow me to ask a further question? I could 
not give notice of it, because the matter arose only a few days ago. 
I wish to ask whether your attention has been called to the fact that 
the Lord Chancellor, in the House of Lords, said that nearly every 
legal reform was objected to by the legal profession? ‘* 

The Prestpent: I read the Times report of that debate, but I 
cannot find that the words used by the Lord Chancellor bear the 
construction which you have placed upon them, and I am sure that 
the Lord Chancellor did not intend to make any complaint against 
this society in connection with the Bill which deals with a subject 
in which the society has always advocated reform both by preparing 
and introducing several Bills and otherwise. I think that the Lor 
Chancellor was dealing with arguments at the time from Lord Hals- 
bury and Lord Alverstone, and I cannot find any reference to our 
branch of the profession at ail. 

Mr. Forp: The whole profession ? 





LAND TRANSFER—REpPoRT OF CoMMISSION. 


Mr. J. S. Rusrnstem (London) moved, in accordance with notice :— 
“That having regard to the fact that the report dated the 19th Janu- 
ary last of the Royal Commission on the Land Transfer Acts fully 
supports the contention that the present system of registration of title 
creates unnecessary difficulty, expense and delay in dealing with pro- 
perty subject to such registration, and in view of the statements made 
by the Commissioners that ‘ the effect of compulsory registration with 
possessory title in London has been to place a purchaser there at a 
disadvantage as compared with a purchaser elsewhere,’ and that the 
system as it stands is ‘ imperfect,’ this meeting is of opinion that the 
experimental trial of the system in the county of London, involving 
an expenditure of about £55,000 per annum, should be brought to an 
end at once.’’ He said that since the year 1897, when the Land 


Transfer Bill was passed, he had had the privilege from time to time 
of bringing before meetings of the society various resolutions dealing 
with the question of the land registry, and one would hardly have 
anticipated when they first started exposing, he might call it, the 
drawbacks and defects of the system of registration of title that 


twelve years later it would be necessary again to direct attention to 
these matters. The explanation was that there had been an inguiry 
of a more or less searching nature, and they had now a new starting 

point from which to consider the subject. He desired to direct 
attention to their position having regard to the facts. In considering 
the report there were three matters which they should bear in mind. 
The first was, were the terms of reference to the Royal Commissicn 
satisfactory’ The second point was, was the constitution of the Com- 
mission such as they would consider satisfactory? And the third, 
whether the hearing of evidence was satisfactory? Upon these parti- 
cular points he was bound to say that he had not altered the views 
which he had expressed in a resolution which he had brought before 
the society at the provincial meeting at Birmingham in October, 1908, 
shortly after the constitution of the terms of reference and the con 

stitution of the Commission were announced. It would be remembered 
that at that meeting the society unanimously passed a resolution to 
the effect that the terms of reference were not satisfactory, because 
they excluded the one question upon which they wanted to have a 
decision, namely, whether or not this experiment of registration of 
title should be continued in London. Again, they complained of the 
constitution of the Commission in the resolution that was then passed, 
having regard to the fact that out of the twelve Commissioners named 
there was only one solicitor, who had since died. He was alluding to Mi 

Richard Pennington. Again, the society expressed their view that the 
pending inquiry should be held in public and not in camera, as the 
authorities announced they intended to hold it. Following that resolution, 
the society, in conjunction with the provincial law societies, made some 
strong representations to the Lord Chancellor, and urged that the 
constitution should be altered by adding to the Commission some two 


| or three solicitors who had practical knowledge of the subject, but 


unfortunately their representations were ignored, and the inquiry 
proceeded. It would be remembered that the terms of the reference 
were to consider and report upon the working of the Land Transfer 
Act and whether any amendments were desirable, thereby expressly 
excluding the consideration of the question whether or not the system 
should be brought to an end. It was an anomaly that for years they 
who had urged for a public inquiry should be put off by a Commission as 
to which that one particular question was excluded from consideration. 
The fact was that the late Lord Chancellor, Lord Halsbury, and the 
present Lord Chancellor, Lord Loreburn, seemed to have persuaded 
themselves that the registration system was a good one, and anythin, 
that at all detracted from that did not appear to enter into their 
minds. One was reminded of the words used by Bernard Shaw, 
which really expressed the position. He said, ‘‘The cleverest man 
will believe anything he wishes to believe in spite of all the facts 
and all the text-books in the world.’’ That exactly applied to the 
case of the late and the present Lord Chancellors, who personally 
knew absolutely nothing whatever about conveyancing matters. It 
was amazing to find that persons in their corporate or representa- 
tive character did not hesitate to do things that they would be 
ashamed to do in their private or personal capacity. When one 


| looked back upon the—he did not like to use strong language, so 


hesitated for a word—when they looked back upon the devious paths 
the legal authorities had taken in connection with this matter, one 
was amazed to think they should go so far out of the way to do not 
what was right, but what was wrong. He would pass from that 
point to consider for a moment the constitution of the Commission. 
The subject of conveyancing was, they knew, highly technical, and 
it required some years of training in order to understand it. As it 


| happened, in this country practically the whole of the conveyancing 
| practice was in the hands of solicitors. There was hardly a man out 


side the body of solicitors who really understood the subject. Of 
course, there were some very eminent conveyancing counsel, but those 
gentlemen were really only called in in cases of difficulty, which in 
these days were very few in number, and eonsequently even they 
had not that practical and personal experience and knowledge of the 
several circumstances which was possessed by the men who were doing 
the work every day, as did the solicitor. Could they consider that 
the constitution of the Commission was satisfactory when there was 
only one representative of the solicitors’ body upon it. He was not 
going to say a word against Mr. Pennington; he was a most 
able man, and he did his duty remarkably well, considering the 
fact that he was alone and there was no one else on_ the 
Commission who could help him in practical matters. The Com- 
mission dragged on month after month, taking nearly three years 
before it completed its labours, and he ventured to say that had there 


been one or two practical young solicitors on that body the work 
| would have been got through in half the time, and far more satis 
factorily. As it was, the Registrar, of whom he wanted to speak 
with all respect, but he was fighting for his official life—the tegist? ir 
gave evidence before the Commission explaining to them at the 
greatest possible length his views. He explained the most intricate 
and complicated matters in a way which he (Mr. Rubinstein) felt sure 
went over the heads of practically all the Commissioners. For three 


months or more he and his friends were putting forward the case 
for the registry. Anyone who had followed the matter knew that the 
Commissioners were really selected not for their knowledge of the 
subject, but because they were believed to have a leaning towards the 
registry, and because they were impressed with the idea that an offi- 
cial department once established, like the registry, must be allowed to 
continue in existence for all time. He did not want to labour the 
point. He had said sufficient about the constitution of the Commis 
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sion, he thought, to justify him in asserting that it was not a tribunal | years. 
which should have been provided to deal with such a subject | 


as they had under consideration. When they came to deal 
with the question of the way in which the _ witnesses 
were treated, he could speak from personal knowledge, because 
he happened to be, he believed, probably the first witness who 
was called who was pronouncedly adverse to the system, and he 
prepared his proof. His proof was read, and it was dealt with with 
a red pencil, and various paragraphs were struck out, and he was 
politely informed that they did not meet with the approval of the 
suthorities. He did not profess to have had a very large experience 
as a witness before Royal Commissions. He was examined before the 
Royal Commission to consider the expediency of extending the system 


to Scotland. He was the first witness they called when they came to | 
London, and all that he had to say was listened to and noted with | 
the utmost accuracy. But before this Commission he was treated | 


very differently. Parts of Kis evidence which were very material 


were struck out. Directly he attempted to explain anything out 
t 


side the proof he was called to order by 


he chairman. He (Mr. 


Rubinstein) reminded him that he had allowed the Registrar to ex- | 
press his views at great length for three months, and it was only fair | 
that he should be allowed some latitude But the chairman said he | 


could not allow it, and if he (Mr. Rubinstein) persisted in introducing 


matters which were not in his proof he would have to take the opinion | 


of the Commissioners as to whether he should be required to leave the 
room Evidence given under these conditions was not the most 
favourable method of making out one’s case. He wanted to have 
the opportunity of pointing out that the German system of 
compulsory registration of title was the only one in existence, 
and that in Germany they had no such system as the lease- 
hold system, and that consequently what might be of value there 
would not be of value in England. That was one of the matters 
which the chairman would not allow him to allude to. He mentioned 
that because, in reading the Commission’s report, more than one refer 
ence would be found to the German system, and the suggestion was 
that it was an admirable system and might be extended to this 
country. In other words, they took the ez parte statements of the 
Registrar with regard to its working, and would not allow him (Mr. 
Rubinstein) to say why it should not be in use here. He had another 
serious complaint against the Commission. He took with him corre 
spondence he had had with the Registrar upon various matters 
which had arisen in his own office. He wanted to read that 
correspondence as shewing the actual working of the system. 
The chairman would not allow him to read it, although it was, 


in his (Mr. Rubinstein’s) —s, a most material part of his 


case. He gave no reason. | 


would have him out of the room. He thought it his duty to make 
a protest to the Commission. He wrote a letter, and this was subse 
quently recorded on the minutes of the Kensington Borough Council, 
and was in print. The conditions under which the inquiry was held 


were that it was to be a full and fair inquiry, and everybody was | 


to have an opportunity of saying what he wished; but he (Mr. 
tubinstein) was not permitted a full hearing. Coming to the report, 


the first thing to be noticed was the fact that it was signed by ten | 
| really beneficial would be a wild injustice, and the words “ wild 


gentlemen more or less eminent, but not one of them with any prac 
tical knowledge of the subject. Not a single solicitor had signed the 
report. The question concerned solicitors more than any other sec 


tion of the community, and yet not a single representative of their | 
body signed the report. But notwithstanding all these objections to | 
| an official position he had sane views, but when he once got into 


the tribunal and the way it dealt with the matter, such an impres 
sion was made on the Commission that they had to record 


various facts which were quite opposed to the desires of those who | 


originated the matte It must be remembered that the system of 
registration of title had been in existence since 1862, when it was first 
established. The Act then passed was a complete failure, and in 
1875 another Act was passed to amend its defects, and the Land 


tegistry officials had had every opportunity of finding opinion to | 


support them—landowners, bankers, land agents, and others; but the 
only people who were prepared to say a word in its favour were the 


fifteen witnesses he had referred to. On the other side was a very | 


large body of men, some sixty-nine people, including some of the most 
eminent conveyancing counsel, bankers, estate agents, building socie- 
ties, and solicitors, who were all opposed to the system. He thought 


they were very much indebted for the immense amount of trouble | 


that was taken by the members of the council, as well as by solicitors 


in the country, to produce this evidence, and he thought the quotation | # ; : : : 
om ‘ y . e a *. | solicitors question, and they owed an immense debt of gratitude to 


at the foot of page 3 of the report showed how the country solicitors 
regarded the matter. The Registry was on its trial, it was a life and 
death struggle, and there was a most anxious endeavour to find sup 
port wherever it could be got 
solicitors who would support it, and six firms were named. Out of 
the six one had a sort of notion that it had been of some benefit to 
their clients, the other five were utterly opposed to it, so that even the 
Registrar, going over the whole field of solicitors, could find practi 


very significant of the corner into which he had got. As far as 
counsel were concerned, it was hopeless to look for any assistance. 
The Commissioners felt that to make a report under these conditions 
would be to completely condemn the whole system, so they took what 
appeared to him to be a very extraordinary course. He reminded the 
meeting that the inquiry had been going on eighteen months or two 


e (Mr. Rubinstein) urged it to such | 
an extent that the chairman said if he did not cease urging it he | 


The Registrar tried to find some | - - - - - 
ha merge lege Bice gay Soest Why should the Registry be kept going simply because it had existed 


The Commission felt that with such a body of evidence 
against the system they could not do better than ask the Registrar to 
tell them what they were to say in reply, so they went out of their 
way to submit all these things to the Registrar and ask him to get 
rid of them, and he made an attempt, and a very feeble attempt it 
was. He then quoted one or two matters from the report to satisfy 
the meeting that the Commissioners, although they could not say so 
in terms, felt obliged to admit that the system had not proved a 
success. On the question of expense, they recognised that the system 


| meant additional charges. He was bound to submit to the meeting 


that the Commissioners had no praise for the existing system. They 


| also suggested new amendments, losing sight of the fact that since 
| 1862 the authorities had had practically a free hand to introduce all the 


amendments they thought proper, because, as it would be remem- 
bered, they could do anything under the rules practically that they 
pleased, and that these rules had the effect of an Act of Parliament. 
And yet this Royal Commission was sanguine enough to think that 
after fifty years some method could be found by which the thing 
could be worked satisfactorily. It was rather curious in this con- 
nection to realize the fact that amongst the amendments they sug- 
gested was one that completely cut the ground from under their 
feet, and that was that mortgages on property in registered counties 
could be completed by deeds in a way that was sufficient outside the 
Registry. In fact, one had to do what was carried out practically 
in every solicitor’s office in the country every day. When one found 
a system which, in the opinion of the Royal Commission, was not 
competent to deal with such cases, he said that one had a system 
which was impracticable and which would not work. He reminded the 
meeting that since the compulsory system was in existence some 
£700,000 had been paid in fees to the Registry. That £700,000 
might just as well have been thrown into the Thames—in fact, that 
would have been far better, because, in addition, the unfortunate 
people who had had to reyister their titles had had to pay fees to 
their solicitors. In addition to that, the public had been mulcted in 
the sum of nearly a quarter of a million for the erection of the 
building in Portugal-street, which brought the total expenditure to 
something like a million for this wretched experiment. He did not 
know how long the public were going to pay something like £55,000 
a year to keep this sham going. He ventured to hope it would not 
continue for the rest of their existence. He asked the meeting to 
consider for whose benefit the Registry continued. It was certainly 
not for the public benefit, because the records of the Royal Commis- 
sion could not say where the public benefited. He thought that to 
a certain extent the reason for the continued existence of the Registry 
were to be found in the words Lord Cairns used in 1879—and they 
were very important and significant—and he had given them as part 
of his evidence to the Royal Commission, but the Commission had 
not considered them worth recording. Lord Cairns was responsible 
for the Act of 1875. He ventured to hope that we should have in 
course of time a better public view of these matters, and that an 
institution which had been found to be so dangerous to the com- 
munity should not be allowed to continue. He would remind the 
meeting that Mr. Brickdale, in the year 1886, before his official 
connection with the Registry, said, in a very forcible book that he 
wrote about registration, that to apply compulsion to any system not 


injustice ’’ were in italics in Mr. Brickdale’s book. He should like 
to have the opportunity of putting a few questions to him now as to 
how he menemlied these words with the Land Registry. He recalled 
the fact, fore what it was worth, that when a gentleman was outside 


that official circle his views might completely change. That might 
be explained in any way one thought proper. He had sometimes 
been asked what he hoped to gain by keeping this agitation alive. 
He had been told that the system was there, and, in the jargon of 
the day, it had come to stop. He did not admit it, and did not 
recognize it, and did not intend to. He meant to carry on this 
agitation in the hope that sooner or later the weight of conscience 
even of Lord Chancellors might bring this miserable fiasco to an end. 


Mr. E. H. Nas (London) said he had great pleasure in second- 
ing the motion. He felt strongly on the subject. He was quite sure 


| that there were many present who agreed altogether with the motion. 


He ventured to say to the members of the society, and he believed 
the council would go with him in this, that warmly as many of them 
had expressed themselves with regard to the Land Registry question, 
and the coupling with it of the name of Mr. Rubinstein, this was a 


Mr. Rubinstein for the action he had taken with regard to it. He 
did not believe there would have been a Royal Commission at all if 
it had not been for the part that had been played by Mr. Rubinstein. 


for so long? He urged that, like the slave trade—to compare small 
things with great—which was done away with in spite of many 
considerations, it should be scrapped as a useless machine. He would 


cally no one who could whole-heartedly support the system. It was | like some words tacked on to the motion to urge the council to take 


some active step—if they needed urging to this end—to carry out the 
object to which the motion was directed. Solicitors had felt per- 


| haps that they were sometimes bored by this matter, and he had 


the greatest possible respect for the members of the council, but they 
must pardon him for saying that he thought there was a general 
impression abroad that they did not support the interests of solicitors 
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with quite the same amount of intensity on gone they might. 
But that might be the fault of the great y of solicitors. Of 
course, if the solicitors were slack in urging their views upon the 
Council that was their fault. The Council were there to reflect the 
views of the members of the society, and he had no doubt they did 
reflect them honestly. But surely solicitors were not going to admit 
that they were incapable of bringing their views to bear upon the 
powers that be. If this was a solicitors’ question, he hoped that the 
motion would be passed, and that some member of the council would 
get up and say that the council would take some active steps with 
regard to it, and that it was their intention to urge upon the autho- 
rities to scrap this machine. Primarily it was a solicitors’ question, 
but it was also a question for the public, and he thought that the 
report, and especially the extract from it in the motion, proved it. 
When they found the report to the effect that compulsory registration 
in London had been to place a purchaser at a disadvantage as com- 
pared with a purchaser elsewhere, and that the system as it stands 
was imperfect, surely the question was not primarily one for soli- 
citors, but for the public, and the unfortunate class, which must be 
enormous—holding property in London. Why should property in 
London bear this unjust charge’? Real property had of late been 
called upon to bear a considerable burden, but he did not see why this 
should be added to. And if it was for the public benefit, as pre- 
sumably it was, that there should be a system of compulsory regis- 
tration, then the public funds ought to pay for it, and not the unfor 
tunate people who held landed property. 

The Presipent : I should like to say that the report of the Royal 
Commission has of course been referred by the council to a com- 
mittee of their body, and although the council do not wish in any 
way to interfere with any discussion on the subject which members 
of the society may wish to raise, it must be recognised that the report 
contains much matter requiring very careful and detailed consideration. 
I think the meeting will not surprised that the council are not at 
the present moment in a position to formulate any recommendations 
or suggestions as to the course which the society ought to take upon it. 
And the council are also of opinion that the interests of the profession 
would not be served by any resolution being passed by the society 
which would render it necessary for the council to take any definite 
action at the present time. I should add I do not think that the 
council are able to associate themselves with Mr. Rubinstein’s sug- 
gestion of partiality in the conduct of the inquiry by the Commission, 
and it must be understood, so far as the council are concerned, that 
Mr. Rubinstein must be taken as speaking for himself alone on that 

int. 

Mr. P. C. G. SuHaw (London) asked whether it was the ruling of 
the president with regard to the resolution that it would be a dis- 
advantage to the society and the profession that the resolution should 
be passed, because he thought he might say, as a member of the pro- 
fession speaking for every gentleman in the meeting, they were all 
unanimously of opinion that the Land Transfer Act was a hopeless 
and absolute failure. (A Voice: ‘‘ No, no!’’) He was surprised to 
hear a little opposition. Solicitors were mostly of that opinion, and 
many present had had considerable experience. Some of their clients 
here in London suffered very seriously from the effects of the Land 
Transfer Act, and the Commission itself said in its report that 
those who were not compelled to register had an advantage as 
compared with re Rows yg property owners. He should like 
that the matter should be made clear to the ordinary lay- 
man, and suggested that the word compulsory should be inserted 
in the resolution before the words system of registration, and then 
their friend who said ‘‘ No, no!” seal, if the resolution were carried 
and the Government decided that compulsion was no longer necessary, 
if he liked the system, take advantage of it. He thought that the 
majority of the profession would never have anything to do with 
it again. 

The Presipent: I should think that the word system meant com 
pulsory system. 

Mr. Rostnstetn : That was my meaning. 


Mr. Saw asked the president if he really thought it would be 


a disadvantage that the resolution should be carried at the meeting. 
The Prestpent : This resolution I think only expresses an opinion. 





The council deprecate any resolution which would oblige us to take | 


any definite action until we have had much further time for considera 
tion and for bringing the matter before the society. This resolution 
is merely an expression of opinion. 

Mr. Suaw said he would not move an amendment. 

Mr. Forp asked whether the meeting might take it that the mem 
bers of the council were so eager to deal with this important question 
that the society might feel confident that they would have the report 
which had been spoken of by the president brought up at the annual 
meeting in July. 

The Prestpent: I cannot add anything to what I have said. It 
would be useless and impossible to make promises—I said quite plainly 
what the council are doing. They have the matter under consideration. 

Mr. Forp said he wished to move an amendment: ‘‘That in view 
of the statement of the president, this meeting is of opinion that the 
report of the council on this question should be brought up at the 
annual general meeting next July.” 

Mr. Rustnstetn said that was not an amendment. 
moved as a substantive motion. 

The Presipent ruled that it was not an amendment. 

Mr. Saaw moved that the question be now put. 


The motion was carried. 

Mr. Rubinstein’s motion was then put and carried, with one dissen- 
tient, the result being received with applause. 

Mr. Forp said that in view of the importance of the matter he 
would move his resolution. He did so because he had had some ex- 
perience of the working of the society. He knew how good-natured 
the Council were, and that the Long Vacation was coming along, and 
they might not get the report until next year. 

The Presipent said the motion was out of order. 
meeting would like it to be put, he did not mind. 
been given with regard to it. 

A Member thought it had better not be put. The meeting had 
heard what the president had said on the subject, and he thought 
that they had better wait for the further action of the Council, 

Mr. Ford did not proceed with the resolution, 

Tue Lone Vacation. 


Mr. Forp moved in accordance with notice ‘‘ That this meeting 
agrees with the motion brought forward by Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., 
at the annual general meeting of the Bar held on the 18th of January 
last, viz., ‘ That a shortening of the Long Vacation, by which it would 
begin on the lst of August and end on the 30th of September, would 
be in the interests of the profession as well as of the public.’’’ He 
said that he ought to remind them that at the meeting of the Bar 
there was not a majority in favour of the motion. But the society 
were not obliged to follow the Bar, and he hoped that they would 
adopt the resolution, which merely concerned itself with the shorten 
ing of the Long Vacation so that it would still continue for two whole 
months. He observed that the Attorney-General, speaking at the 
Guildhall, said: ‘‘ We shall never be satisfied until we are able to 
say that the moment a case is ready for trial it may be brought into 
court to be tried.’’ He (Mr. Ford) thought that there could not be 
any member of the profession who was satisfied with the present state 
of things. Whenever a solicitor had a case ready for trial there ought 
to be a judge available to take the case. He should like to point out 
what was the origin of the Long Vacation. It had its origin in the 
Church, who thought it a wrong and wicked thing for litigation to go 
on all the year round, and in practice it was stated that the Church 
imposed vacations on the Bar. According to Blackstone it was the 
Church rather than the State that imposed excessive vacations upon 
the Bar. In very early times he said the whole year was one con- 
tinual term for hearing and deciding causes. And then the Church 
interposed and exempted certain holy seasons from being profaned by 
the tumult of forensic litigation. Me did hope, especially when the 
Lord Chancellor was found a day or two before stating that the legal 
profession constantly opposed proposals for reform, which statement 
was taken serious objection to by Lord Alvertstone, that they would not 
allow it to go forth that that was the case. They had an excellent 
opportunity of disproving this by carrying the motion which would 
have the effect of shortening the Long Vacation by a few days so that 
it should not extend beyond a period of two months. No doubt there 
were men at the Bar with huge practices who liked to have a thor- 
oughly long vacation, and it might be that some of the judges might 
object, but solicitors had not to consider their own interests, and the 
Bar must not consider their own interests, but the entire profession 
must consider the public interest, and he defied anyone to say that 
it was not to the interest of the public that the Long Vacation should 
be shortened in the very small way suggested by his resolution. 

Mr. RustnsTeIN said he shquid not like it to go forth that the meet- 
ing was opposed to the spirit of the motion, so he would second it. He 
did so because he had made recommendations in some of the papers he 
had read at various meetings of the society that the Long Vacation 
should come to a close at the end of September exactly in accordance 
with the motion. 

The Prestpent: I think Mr. Ford is preaching to the converted so 
far as this society is concerned. The resolution of Sir Edward Clarke 
is really a repetition of resolutions which this society has passed for 
many years—this or similar resolutions. 

The motion was adopted. 

Tue Late Lorp WOLVERHAMPTON. 

The Prestpent : Since we last met here we have lost a former col 
league, a valuable member of this council as he was of the profession, 
Lord Wolverhampton, and I do not think, although I do not intend 


However, if the 
But no notice had 


| to make a speech or propose any resolution, that the occasion should 


| 


| pass without mention and without calling to your minds the services 


rendered to us during the time he was here really up to the time 
when he was promoted to the peerage. 

Mr. Forp observed that on this subject they were all agreed. Un 
fortunately, the losses were not confined to the death of his lordship, 
because during the last year or two very distinguished members of 
the council had been taken away whose loss they all regretted. 

The meeting terminated with a vote of thanks to the president, 
moved by Mr. Ford. 


COUNTY COURTS BILL, 1911 
The following report (adopted by the Council, 7th April, 1911) on 
this Bill has been issued :—The County Courts Bill, 1911, which has 


It might be | been introduced in the House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor, was 


on the 3rd of March, 1911, referred by the Council to this committee 


for consideration and report. 
1. Before proceeding to deal in detail with some points upon which 
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the Bill appears to the committee to require amendment, they desire 
to place on record the fact that in many of its provisions it proposes 
to give effect to reforms in county court procedure which have been 
advocated by the Council. Among these reforms may be mentioned :— 

i. The conferring upon county courts of a jurisdiction unlimited in 
amount, subject in the present jurisdiction to 
the right of defendants to have an order of removal to the High 
Court 

ii. The extension of 
Lunacy Acts 

iii. The extension of the jurisdiction of registrars 

iv. Provision for the making of rules to institute a summary method 
of procedure analogous to that under order 14 of the High Court 
Rules 

v. Powers enabling ‘the 
court to another. 

vi. Examination of 

vii. The allowance of interest on judgment debts 

viii. Representation of solicitors on the Rule Committee. 

The committee consider that the provisions referred to will prove 
of great utility to suitors and are calculated to expedite, facilitate, 
and make more effective county ccurt procedure. For these reasons 
the committee are of opinion that the Bill should receive the support 
of the Council, but subject to the following observations and excep 
tions 

2. With clause 1 of the Bill, conferring unlimited 
jurisdiction upon county courts, subject to absolute right of removal 
in cases exceeding the present jurisdiction, the committee think it 
necessary to refer to what happened on the discussion of a similar 
1909, when it was proposed to give to the Bar 
exclusive right of audience in cases over £100. The committee recom 
mend the Council to adhere to the that whatever may be 
the jurisdiction of the county courts the right of solicitors to audience 
in those courts should be maintained. It will be necessary, therefore, 
to watch the progress of this Bill and to oppose any proposal to restrict 
in any way the right of audience of solicitors in the county courts. 

The committee think it well, also, to notice that che Bill makes no 
existing petty restrictions which in some cases 
deprive professional they desire, namely, 
the restriction upon the audience of one solicitor instructed by another 
or of a solicitor 

3. With regard to 
that in order to prevent hardship to plaintiffs, the power to remove 
to the High Court cases in which a counter-claim of more than £100 
is pleaded should be limited by giving to the ccrnty court judge the 
same power as is conferred upon the High Court by order 19, rule 3, 
to refuse permission to the defendant tu avail himself of a counter 
claim, if in the opinion of the judge the counter-claim cannot be 
disposed of in the pending action or ought not to be 
to clause 1, sub 





cases exceeding the 


jurisdiction in Probate cases and under the 


county court judges to transfer cases from 
one county 


witnesses abroad 


reference to 


clause in the Bill of 


position 


attempt to remove the 
suitors of the assistance 


who is acting as a clerk to another 


clause 1, sub-clause 5, the committee consider 


conveniently 
allowed. The committee therefore recommend that 
clause 5, there should be added the following words :— 

Provided that the judge may on the application of the plaintiffs 
before trial, if in the opinion of the judge such counter-claim cannot 
be conveniently disposed of in the pending action, or ought not to 
he allowed, defendant to avail himself 
thereof 

} By clauses 2 and 3 of the Bill jurisdiction is conferred upon 
county courts in probate and lunacy cases where the amount involved 
is under £500. The committee consider that this sum should be 
increased in each case to £1,000. It appears to them that only by 80 
doing will any substantial benefit ensue to the public 

5. Clause 4, while extending the jurisdiction of the registrar, makes 
such jurisdiction conditional upon the will of parties. The com 
mittee see no reason why the registrar should not by leave of the 
adjudicate up to £5. They consider further that no reason 
exists why, if all parties consent, a registrar should not adjudicate in 
all cases regardless of amount, subject to the ordinary right of appeal 
as from the judge 

6. By clause 5 of the Bill it is proposed to meet the demand for 
an improvement of the present default summons procedure, so as to 
give to the county courts a power analogous to that of the High 
Court under order 14 by authorising rules providing for the entering 
up of summary judgment. The committee approve the principle of 
leaving this matter to be dealt with by rules. They observe, how 
ever, that the schedule of enactments repealed includes section 86 
of the County Courts Act, 1888. The effect of this would be (inter 
alia) to prevent plaintiffs issuing default summonses in cases under 
£5 where the action is for the price, value, or hire of goods which, 
or some part of which, were sold and delivered or let on hire to the 
defendant to be used or dealt with in the way of his trade, profession, 
or calling. The power to issue a default summons in such cases has 
been of great utility, and the committee consider that it should be 
retained by an amendment of clause 5 extending the rule making 
power to the here mentioned instead of limiting it to cases 
exceeding £5 


7. Clause 6 provides for special sittings at special places to be 
appointed in accordance with the direccions of the Lord Chancellor, 
and that there shall be tried at such sittings all actions over £50: 
such other actions or matters as may be prescribed by the Lord 
Chancellor ; and any particular action or matter which a judge may 
by order direct to be so tried It is true that the judge may make 


refuse permission to the 


jud qe 


cases 
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an order directing that any particular action is not to be so tried, but 
he can only do this for special reasons. The committee are of opinion 
that this clause is unnecessary, and should be opposed, and they 
regard it as at variance with one fundamental principle of county 
court jurisdiction, namely, the localisation of the administration of 
justice in the public interest. Clause 9 of the Bill will give power 
to a judge to transfer cases from one of his courts to any other court 
in his circuit, and this, in the opinion of the committee, is all that 
is necessary. If litigants know that cases commenced in their district 
county court may be arbitrarily transferred to, and in many cases 
must be tried in courts of other districts, grave dissatisfaction wil] 
be caused owing to the additional expense, trouble, and delay which 
will necessarily result to the parties and their witnesses in attending 
the trial. 

8. Clauses 7 and 8 propose to relieve county court judges of the 
obligation to attend regularly at the smallest class of courts where 
there is ordinarily no business of importance and to leave the 
registrar to deal with the undefended and the small defended cases 
it those courts, provision being made for any other case when it 
occurs being heard by the judge at another court. This arrangement 
would effect a material saving of judicial time at present wasted, and 
enable the judges to deal more expeditiously and effectively with the 
business of their districts and will also tend to render special sittings 
the less necessary or expedient. 

9. With regard to clause 10 of the Bill the committee approve the 
proposed extension of the cases in which the High Court has power 
to remit actions for trial in the county court, but they consider that 
it would be more in accordance with the principle of the Bill and 
conducive to the public interest that the power should continue to 
be exercised, as now, unless good cause to the contrary is shewn 
The committee therefore recommend the omission of lines 4 (from 
the word ‘‘and’’) to 9 on p. 7 of the Bill. The same consideration 
applies to actions for tort, and the committee therefore propose that 
‘unless good cause to the contrary is shewn’’ should be 
on line 13 of page 7 


the words 
substituted for the words “if it thinks fit’ 
of the Bill. 

10. Clause 13 (i) permits, in cases over £50, an appeal to the High 
Court against the decision of a county court on a ground involving 
a question of fact alone or of mixed law and fact. Such permission 
should in the opinion of the committee be limited to actions as to 
which jurisdiction is proposed to be conferred on county courts by 
the Bill. The court hearing an appeal has now in every case power 
to and frequently does draw inferences of fact, and the committee 
consider this is sufficient to meet all the requirements of cases between 
£50 and £100, and that to extend the right of appeal on questions of 
fact to those cases would result in unnecessary litigation and conse 
quent hardship to litigants. 

11. Clause 19 in effect gives power to the Lord Chancellor to appoint 
persons other than solicitors registrars of county courts at any place 
where there is a district registry of the High Court. This provision 
is contrary to the policy of the County Courts Acts, and there appears 
to be no ground for the proposed alteration of the qualification for the 
office of county court registrar. This appointment is one for which 
solicitors are especially well qualified, and one of the few for which 
they are eligible under the present law. 

12. Clause 23 deals with the penalties on a witness neglecting a 
summons or refusing to give evidence, and proposes to reverse the 
present law as laid down in the case of Chamberlain v. Stoneham, 
reported in 24 Q. B. D. 113. That case decided that a witness could 
not be’ fined unless he had not only received his travelling expenses, 
but also an allowance for his loss of time. Section 111 of the Act 
of 1888 as now proposed to be amended would make it possible for 
a litigant to place great hardship upon a witness by omitting to call 
him when he has been subpceenaed and paid travelling expenses only. 
The committee consider that the law as it stands is fair and should 
remain unaltered, and that therefore clause 23 should be omitted. — 

13. Clause 25 gives interest on county court judgments exceeding 
£50. The committee consider that judgments exceeding £20 should 
carry interest. 

14. Clause 26 provides that judgment debts may (when not ordered 
to be paid by instalments), by direction of the court, be paid directly 
by one party to the other instead of into court. This might result 
in the lien of the solicitor being defeated. The committee recom 
mend the addition at the beginning of line 34 on page 12 of the Bill 
of the words “‘ and subject to the lien (if any) of the solicitor.” 

15. The Council have on several occasions suggested that power 
should be given to a county court judge to commit for contempt of 
court a person who acts as a solicitor when unqualified, and the 
necessity for some such power has been recognised by the Report of 
Lord Gorell’s County Court Committee. The following addition to 
the Bill is therefore suggested :— 

‘‘From and after the passing of this Act a judge shall have power 
to commit for contempt of court any person who has without being 
duly qualified acted as solicitor in any action or proceeding in the 
courts or any one or more of them to which such judge is attached, 
and section 162 of the principal Act shall be read accordingly.” 

16. Some change would, in the opinion of the committee, be desit 
able towards improvament in the status of juries in county court 
cases, and they would suggest, having regard especially to the pro- 
posed extended jurisdiction, that the registrar might in the more 
important cases be empowered to summon juries from the special 
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jury panel, and that a special fee should in such cases be paid to 
the jurymen. 

17. The committee desire, in conclusion, again to impress upon the 
Council the importance of obtaining a reduction in the present scale 
of fees in the county court. Any loss to the Treasury caused by such 
reduction could be compensated by charging fees in cases which are 
now dealt with without payment. The committee feel assured that 
the court will never adequately achieve the object for which it was 
established until the present deterrent character of the fees is altered. 





The Law Association. 


The usual monthly meeting of the directors was held at the Law 
Society's Hall, on Sauneder, the 6th of April, Mr. F. W. Emery 
being in the chair. The other directors present were :—Mr. Chandler, 
Mr. Richardson, Mr. Toovey, Mr. Mark Waters, Mr. Woodhouse, and 
Mr. A. H. Morton for. the secretary. The sum of £70 was voted for 
the relief of several necessitous cases. Two life members and ten 
annual subscribers were elected, and other general business was trans 
acted. 





Obituary. 
Mr. E. H. Pember, K.C. 


Mr. Edward Henry Pember, K.C., died last week. He was educated 
at Harrow and at Christ Church, Oxford, and was called to the bar in 
1854. He joined the Midland Circuit, but speedily betook himself to 
the Parliamentary Bar, where he attained great success, and ultimately 
became one of the leaders. He was excellent in summing up 
the facts and arguments bearing on his case. In the Manchester 
Ship Canal case, for instance, his speeches were universally admired. 
In the examination and cross-examination of witnesses he is said 
not to have been so successful. Among his contemporaries he bore a 
great reputation for high-minded fairness in dealing with his adver 
saries. He retired from practice several years ago. He printed for 


and poems on classical subjects. Lord Cromer, presiding over the 
Select Committee of the House of Lords, on Monday, on the Birming 
ham Extension Provisional Order, referred to Mr. Pember as a man 
of the highest character and ability, an adornment to the profession 
to which he belonged, and also a good classical scholar. 


Mr. W. S. Daglish. 


Mr. William Stephen Daglish, of Newcastle-upon-Tyne, solicitor, 
died on Friday in last week, in his eightieth year. He came of an old 
Newcastle family, and was educated at Dr. Collingwood Bruce's 
Academy and at the Grange School at Sunderland, where he is stated 
to have had as a schoolfellow Lord Macnaghten. He was articled to 
the late Mr. W. L. Harle, of Newcastle, and was admitted in 1853. 
He spent several years in the office of Mr. Philipson (an eminent New- 
castle solicitor), acting as deputy town clerk of Newcastle and public 
eeeee. Subsequently he thrice filled the office of under-sheriff of 
Newcastle, and in 1872 he was elected sheriff of the city. In 1862 he 


became clerk to the justices for the West Division of the Castle Ward 
of Northumberland, and held that office until his death. He was clerk 





| 
| 
| 


to the Jarrow Local Board, and was appointed town clerk on the incor- 


poration of the borough in 1875. He was presented, on completing his 
twenty-fifth year as town clerk of Jarrow, with an illuminated address 
by the members of the Council ; and in recognition of his services to the 
Chamber of Commerce Mr. Daglish was made the recipient of a silver 
casket in July of last year. He was actively interested in much philan- 
thropic work. The news of his death was, says the Newcastle Dail) 
Journal, received at Jarrow and in the mid-Tyne district generally with 
great regret, as he was held in great esteem by all classes of the 
community. 








Legal News. 
Appointments. 


Mr. W. P. G. Boxatt, K.C., has been appointed Recorder of 
Brighton. 

Lord GoreLt has accepted the Chairmanship of the East Suffolk 
Quarter Sessions, in succession to Lord Rendlesham. 





Changes in Partnerships. 


Dissolutions. 


Geonce Witson and Artuur Norman, solicitors 
Norman), 11, Arundel-street, Strand, London. April 8. 
Ropert Epincton and Harry Conway Epinoton, solicitors (R. 
Edington & Son), Newport, Mon. March 31. (Gazette, April 7. 


(Willson & 








Atrrep Crerar and Danie, Jounston Mason, solicitors (Crerar & 


Mason), Maryport and Workington. March 28 

James WatTer Hartanp and Joun Patrick Incuam, solicitors (Har- 
land & Ingham), Leeds. March 30. The said James Walter Harland 
will practise at 14, East-parade, Leeds, in his own name. 

Freperick STaNciirre STaNcLirre and Srvart Macwnap, solicitors 
(Stancliffe & Macnab), Manchester. Oct. 31. 

Tuomas Stroven Turnsutt and Artruur Heriot Mayne, solicitors 
(Sutton, Elliott, Turnbull, & Mayne), Manchgster. Dec. 31. So far 
as regards the said Arthur Heriot Mayne, who retires from the firm by 
reason of ill-health ; the said Thomas Strover Turnbull will continue to 
practise under the style or firm of Sutton, Elliott, Turnbull, Mayne, 
& Francomb, at 13, Spring-gardens, in partnership with John Stanley 
Francomb, recently practising at 32, Kennedy-street. 

[Gazette, April 11. 

The partnership heretofore subsisting between Mr. GORGE WILLSON 
and Mr. Artuur Norman, as solicitors, at Maxwell House, 11, Arundel 
street, Strand, London, W.C., has by mutual agreement been dissolved. 
Mr. Norman is moving to offices at 11, Little College-street, West 
minster, which will be his address on and after the 10th of April, 1911. 


General. 


In a printed reply to Mr. Arthur Henderson, M.P., the Secretary to 
the Treasury, says that the cost of the establishment in the Estate Duty 
Office in 1902-3 was £97,783, and £120,606 in 1910-11. 

It was stated, says the Evening Standard, during the hearing of a 
case in the Law Courts, that 600 men are preparing an inventory of the 
National Telephone Company's property, which is to be acquired by 
the Post Office at the end of the present year, and that the work would 
occupy fifteen months in all. 

In the House of Commons, on Monday, Mr. MacNeill asked the 
Prime Minister whether, having regard to Viscount Haldane’s eminence 
as a lawyer, and the fact of his having been for many years a leader at 
the bar, he would say if any means existed of making use of his 


private circulation several volumes of verse, consisting of translations | 8etvices to assist the Lords of Appeal, although he had not held 


judicial office; and, if so, whether action would be taken in that 
direction. Mr. Asquith said : This matter is under consideration, and 
I have every reason to hope that a means will be found for taking 
advantage of the services which my noble friend is willing to offer in 
dealing with judicial matters. Lord Balcarres : Will that involve the 
resignation on the part of the noble viscount of his place in the 
Government? Mr. Asquith : No, sir. 

Lord Farrer, presiding at the annual meeting of the Surrey Archwo 
logical Society at Guildford, says the Z'imes, urged the necessity of 
some efforts being made to have the parish registers and rate books 
placed under some public authority for safety. Mr. Malden said he 
thought county or diocesan centres would be much better than one 
centre in London for the purpose, and it was stated that without 
further support the work of publishing the various registers would 
have to be abandoned. The council reported that during the year 
they had endeavoured to institute in Surrey an arrangement, similar to 
that now obtaining in Sussex, by which ecclesiastical authorities might 


was appointed registrar of the County Court at Belford, and in 1873 | 2ccept 1 matters of archeological moment the assistance of a com 


mittee of expert members of fhe Archeological Society of the county, 
but unfortunately without success. 

The “‘ unwritten law’ has, says the Hvening Standard, been acknow- 
ledged by the jury at Fort Worth, Texas, when Mrs. Brooks, the wife 
of an eminent lawyer, was acquitted of the charge of murdering Mrs. 
Binford, whom she shot dead in a crowded shop from motives of 
jealousy. The deed was done after Mrs. Brooks had overheard a tele- 
phone conversation between her husband and Mrs, Binford, in which 
both laughingly referred to her as “‘ the old woman”’ and congratulated 
each other on the manner in which they had outwitted her. The defend- 
ing counsel took a novel course, which is thus described: ‘‘ Counsel 
closed a powerful argument by singing to the jury, in a tear-choked 

Home, Sweet Home.’ The song trembled on his lips and 
brought tears to the eyes of all the jurors, the defendant, and the crowd 
W hich was packed in the room. It was a dramatic finish to the most 
dramatic murder trial in Texas history.’’ The verdict of acquittal was 
received with impressive demonstrations of public approval. 

In the House of Commons, on the 5th inst., Mr. Newdegate asked 
the Prime Minister whether, in order to put an end to the idea existing 


voice, ~ 


| among a section of the electorate that the House of Lords as a political 
| body was responsible for legal decisions arrived at by Law Lords sitting 


| Court of Appeal. 





as a Court of Appeal, he would cause the name of that Court to be 
altered in Government publications from House of Lords to Supreme 
Mr. Asquith said: ‘‘I have no power to carry out 
this suggestion, and I see no necessity for it." Mr. Peto asked the 
Prime Minister whether he could state the nature of the objection tu 
the reconsideration of the question of combining the judicial functions 
of the Privy Council and the judicial functions of the House of Lords 
in one ultimate Court of Appeal for the whole Empire, and whether 
the question would be considered at the approaching Imperial Confer- 
ence. Mr. Asquith said: ‘‘ This question will be considered at the 
approaching Conference. In the meantime I had better express no 
opinion on the point raised in the early part of the question.’’ 
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** Merlin on Interpleader in the High Court and County Courts.” 
By 8. P. J. Merlin, Barrister-at-Law. Price 6s. Butterworth & Co., 
Bell-yard, W.C. [Apvr.] 








Royat Navat Cotiece, Ostorne.—For information relating to the 
entry of Cadets, Parents and Guardians should write for ‘‘ How to 
Become a Naval Officer’ (with an introduction by Admiral the Hon. 
Sir E. R. Fremantle, G.C.B., ©C.M.G.), containing an illustrated 
description of life at the Royal Naval Colleges at Osborne and Dart- 
mouth.—Gieve, Matthews, & Seagrove, 65, South Molton-street, Brook- 
street, London, W. [Apvr.] 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fatpay, April 7 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep t= Omawoner. 

B.N.B, Prawrations, Lrp—Oreditors are required, on or before May 5, to send their 
names and addresses, and the ticulars of their debts or claims, to George 

* Patteson, of Pianers Hal), Austin Friars, liquidator 

Bovarse & Rattrox, Lep—Creditors are required, on or before May 10,to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry 
Meredith, 208, Greshem house, Old Broad at, liquidator 

Cerro Mvuatano Mises, Lop—OCreditors are required, on or before April 25, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. H. 
Williams, 6, Qoeen st-place, liquidator 

Dette Sepie Scuoot or Siseine, Lep—Creditors are required, on or before May 6, 
to rend their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Alexander Nisbet, 3 and 4, Liacoln’s inn fields, 
row, solors for the said liquidator 

Hawsrre-Dovetas, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before April 24, to + their 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, tc A. C, J. 
Goodrich, 9-10, Pancras In, Queen st, liquidator 

“M” Syrwpicate, Lep—Oreditors are required, on or bsfore April 26, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Langton & 
Lepine, 12, Coleman +t, liquidators 

Sres.e Lockmaxt & Co, Lap—Creditors are required, on or before April 26, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or ciaims, to Cecil 
Henry Lepine, 12, Coleman st, liquidator 

Bvarwam Goin Concessions, Lrp (ts Vocuwtary Liqvrpation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before July 1, to rend their names and addresses, with qn of their 
debts or claima, to Alfred Barnes, 7, Southampton st, High Holborn, ik aidator 

Vanrry Fain Exarortions, Ltp—Creditors ara reqaired, on or before May 3, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Charles J. Smith, 9, Oxford st, liqaidator 

County Patatime ov Lancaster. 
Limirep 1m Caanoney. 

Baoapstows Srinxtxve Co, Lro—Petn for winding up, presented April 6, directed 
to be heard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, May 1, at 10.30. Sale & Co 
Manchester, solors for the petners, N« tice of appearing must reach the above-named 
not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of April 29 

Corrvunt Rise Srixnine Co, Ltp—Petn for windirg up, presented Aoril 5, directed 
to be heard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, May 1, at 10.30. 
Hardman, Manchester, solor for the petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
above-named not later than 2 o'clock in the afternoon of April 29 

London Gazette.—TUSDAY, April 11. 
JOINT 8B8TOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep 1m Cuancezry. 

Crartzs Lock, Lrp— Creditors are required, on or before April 28, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Ernest Horace Alfred 
Lewis, Bentinck chm rs, Market st, Mansfield. Hibbett & Son, Mansfield, solors to 
the liquidavors 

Kiseerow Pesseavixe Co, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 12, to send 
their names and addresses,and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Waiter 
Seott, 5, Parliament st, Hull 

Morreomsxy Moror Co, Lro—Creditors are required, on or before May 19, to send 
their names and addressees, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Richard Smart, Queen st, Peterborough 

Motor Bos Uo, Lrp—Creditors are required, on or before May 19, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claimg, to John Rich | 
Smart, Qusen st, Peterborough 

Perasponoves Motor Bua Co, Lap—Creditors are required on or before May 19, to 
send their names and addressee, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Rich Smart, Queen st, Peterborough 

Sreaiswsep Froox Vo, Lro—Petition for windiog up, April 3 presented, directed 
to be heard at the Town — Newport, April 2], at 10.30. Evans, Newport, — 

tner’s solor. Notice of appearing must reach the above named not later tha: 
o’cloek in the afternoon o ril 20 

Veawosane Co, Lrp— Petition for winding up, March 30 presented, directed to be 
heard at the County Court House, 8, Albion pl, Leeds, April 25. Stoddard, 
Birmingham, solor to petners. Notice of appearing mast reach the above named 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of April 24 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 


London Gasette.—Paipar, Mar. 31, 
Waermoventon Marvusactertsa Co, Lev, 
Veanow Esoinexntne anv Caszyina Co, Lrp, 
L. Hanats & Co, Lrv. 
Fatcom Buass Woras, Lro. 
Ff. A. Grover & Oo, Lrp. 
Asta Miwon Exrtoutse Srepicars, Lro, 
Koorswar Ratuway amp Navieariton Co, Lap, 
Care ps Pani, Lro. 
Sours Bessx Crus, Leo. 
Besvus (Noataren Niesara) Trin Mises, Leo (Reconstruction). 
Barrtsa Rapro Tetse@sara aypv Teiernons Co, Lap. 
Ewries Sxativo Rink (Hareogare), 
Homas Surrty Trapsrs’ Assoctarton, Lro, 
Lepworrs Gawterer awp Fresctay Co, Lrp. 
Srerszy Jopyins, Lov. 
Sreamentr “‘Onso” Co, Lev, 


London Gasctte.—Tumspay, April 4. 
" Waeres ” Sreaueutr Co, Lrv. 
Coxatax & Sons, Lrp. 
Viviaxy Gouy Murive Co, Lrp. 
Bosagto Bxrecraic Co, Lrv. 
8. W. Sywvreare, Loo. 
Linpter & Lawvser, Lrv. 
Somint, Peansow & Co, Lap. 


Smith & Co, John st, Bedford 


Nortow Carswocx Coat Co, Lap. 
Mazza Centaeivvoat Gas Sywpicate, Lp. 


Posrsr, Broraees, Lrv, 

Ave.o-Dutcx Senne Symprcatz, Lev. 

Wetesica Incanpescent see Lieut Co, Lp (Reconstruction). 
Puaestx Paoorss Taver, 

Merattorcicat Tavsr, tem, 

Buaeos & Co (Surrriztp), Lrp. 

Lowsgstorr Maatna Taxatee Co, Lrp. 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 


Last Dar or Cram. 

London Gazette.—FRripay, April 7, 
BAKEWELL, MARY, Coventry May 31 Seymour, Coventry 
BELL, ESTHER ELIZABETH, Eastbourne Mays Mundell, Godliman st 
BRETON, MoYLE, Guildford May1 Young & Co, Hastings 
| CARNEY, Louise Eviza, Blake rd, Fulham May7 Hallam, Bouveriest 
COATES, ‘AGNES GERTRUDE, St Leonards on Sea May 31 Hutchinson, 2 ane Yorks 
COLLE?rT, Lucy FRANCES, Norwich May 15 Cooper & Co, E «st 
COLMA “ ee Ashchurch Park villas, Shepherd's Bush Aprii3u ‘Arnold & Cubison, 

Old Jewr 

Cross, JOSEPH, Great Glen, Leicester April 28 Douglass, Market Harborough 
CROSS, WILLIAM EDWARD, Macclerfield, Estate Agent May 16 Oldfield, Macclesfield 
ampstead May 20 Sanderson & Co. 











| 
| CUMMING, HUGH PONLER, Belsize Park gdns, 
Queen Victoria st 
| CUTHBKRTSON, ANNIE, Gazeley, Suffolk April 30 Crerar & Mason, Maryport 
DAVIk&s, ANN, Oxton, C ‘hester May 6 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
DAVISON, Jane VARDY, Newcastle upoa Tyne May 6 Brown & Hollilay, North 
Shields 
| EDWARDS, FREDERICK; Euston rd May7 Boxall & Kempe, Brighton 
FANTHORPEK, ROBINSON, East Dereham, Norfolk, General Dealer May 15 Cooper & 
Co, East Deream 
FLient, GRoRGE PHILIP, Hemming st, Bethnal Green May 6 Fullilove & Co, Can- 
non st 
FLOWER, ARTHUR, Prince's gt, Hyde Park May 8 Flower & Flower, Norfolk st, Strand 
FLowetH, EMMA, Salford, Lancs June3 Houstoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 
| GALPIN, THOMAS DIXoN, Palace houses, Kensington gdns May 20 Crawley & Co, 
| Arlington st, St James's 
GRANT, JOHN, Whitby, York, Innkeeper May 13 Buchannan & Sons, Whitby 


’ 


USEEM, pages FREDERICK TURNER, Sidcup, Kent May 6 Valpy & Co, Lineoln's 
nn feids 
| HAYWARD, FRANCES JANE, Bury St Edmunds April 21 Bankes & Co, Bury St Edmunds 
| HwARNE, THOMAS, Hanwell, Middlesex May 6 Reynolds & Son, High Wycombe 
| HOPKINS, ALFRED JAMES, Bovingdon, Herts May 15 Brown & Co, Fiosbury pavement 
| JACKSON, SAMUKL BROOK, Kingston upon Hull, Shipowner May 1 Jackson & Co, 
Hu 
| LEVI, BENJAMIN, Parkholme rd, Dalston May 4 Liddle & Liddle, King William st 
Mastanoos, GEORGE, Boated, nr Colchester May 5 North, Birkbeck Bank chmbrs, 
0 To 
MILLER, GEORGE TORNER, Cheltenham, Barrister at Law May 19 Hulme, Worcester 
| MILTON, MARY, Weston super Mare May 17 Smith & fons, Weston super Mare 
| O@pEN, RoBeERT, Failswortn nr Manchester May 8 Garden & Co, Manchester 
OSWALD, FRANK HAMILTON, MB, Cheltenham May19 Earengey, Cheltenham 
PILKINGTON, JOSEPH, Darwen May 6 Halliwell & Halliwell, Darwen 
PILKINGTON, SARAH ANS, Darwen, Lancs May 6 Halliwell & Halliwell, Darwen 
RAMM, WAGER CHARLES, Ashford, Middlesex, Merchant April 1 Howell, Brighton 
SAMUEL, LIPMAN, Kennington Park rd May8 Maskell & Nisbet, John st, Bedford row 
fcorTT, JoHN PERCY NICHOLAS, Worthiog, Metal Agent May 10 Freeman & Vo, Stone 
bldgs, Lincoln's inn 
SINGLETON, ELIZABETH, Arihur rd, Islington May 15 Mackalt, Lancaster 
SKEFFINGTON, ANNE CAROLINE HARRIKT, Leamington rd villas, Westbourne Park 
Junel Cameron & Co, @ am House, Vid Broad st 
STEPHENSON, MARGARET, Oxton, Chester May 6 Quinn & Sona, Liverpool 
SYMINGTON, WILLIAM Henry, Market Harborough, Leicester April 28 Douglas, 
Market un oe 
TEMPEST, WILLIAM, Uidham, Moneylender May 13 . Watson, Oldham 
THOMPSON, JULIA, Horsforth, Leeds April 24 Trewavas, Bradford 
Toprit, EMILY . ATE Barry rd, Dulwich May 12 Grover, Queen Victoria st 
WARDALE, HELENE Elise, Bradford May 15 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 
| WILLIAMS, — SOPHIA, Tywardreath, Cornwall May 1 Carlyon & Stephens, St Austell, 
Cornwall 
| WILL as, BR ROBERT OWEN, Garn Dolbenmaen, Carnarvon May 3 Davies & (>, Car- 
narvon 
Witsoy, Epwarp, Chorlton upon Medlock,’ Manchester, |Licensed Valuer May 3, 
Hardings «& Wilson, Manchester 
Woopoock, EMILY SUSAN, Hemel Hempstead, Hertford May 4 Thicknesse & Hull 
Little College st 
| London Gazette.—TUBSDAY, April 11. 
ApaltR, DAVID, Bootle, Grocer May 8 Lloyd, Liverpool 
ARMAN, MATILDA, Devizes, Wilts April19 Keary & Co, Chippenham 
| BRALE, WILLIAM, Ardeley, Hertford, Farmer Apri! 30 Hawkins & Co, Hitchin, Herts 
BESWICK, JEANETTE, Alsager, Chester May 31 Hollinshead & Moody, Tunstall, Staffs 
BILLING, JOSEPH, Streetly, Warwick May 26 Johnson & Co, Birming 
| BOWER, SUSANNA, Bowdon, Chester May 12 Farrar & Co, Manchester 
| BRYANT, Ric#aRD, Bath ‘May 6 Ry | @ Co, Bristol 
| CATSTRER, EMILY Marky, Birmi May 10 Gem & Co, Birmingham 
COX, SAMUEL, Walsall June 1 — Waisall 
CrowTugr, ISAAC, Bradford May 2 Walker, Bradford 
CuRTIS, WILLIAM, Plymouth, Solicitor June sv Elworthy & Co, Plymouth 
| PALbY, OcTAVIUS GEORGE, Komford, Essex June 11 Woolley & Whitfield, Great 
Winchester st 
De Roms, THEODORE, Kendal, Westmorland, Auctioneer May 31 Bolton & Bolton, 
Kendal 
DUNCAN, MARGARET, Kempson rd, Fulham May13 Latteys & Harts, Leadenhal! st 
FARMER, DRUMMOND, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, Surveyor May 1 Wilkinson & Son, 
Bermondsey rt 
GARLAND, Kev NATHANIEL ARTHUR, Tunbridge Wells May 6 Bretherton & Murton- 
Neale, Tunbridge W ells 
Gisson, WILSON, Southport May 6 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 
| Hory, EMMA HUSKY, Hove, nr Brighton May 12 Robinson & Sons, Blackburn 
| INGHAM, JonN, Southport April 22 Carter & Crellin, Blackburn 
| JACQUES, FREDERICK, Handsworth, ‘Stafford May 1 Robinson, Birmingham 
JAMES, ISAAC, Walsall June Evans, Walsall 
JEFFERIES, MARTHA BEATRICE, Grasmere, Westmorland May 12 Farrar & Co, Man- 
chester 
Joun, EVAN, Creigiau, Glam, Estate Agent ~—. Davies, Pontypridd 
JOHNSON, ELIZABETH, South Shore, Blackpool Jones & Co, Liverpool 
JOHNSTON, JouN WILLIAM, South Shields, Marine Insurance Agent’ May 8 Scott, jun, 
South Snie 
KIRK, FRANCES, Shieldfield, Newcastle upon Tyne May 1 Chartres & Youll, New- 


castle = tyne 
KNOWLLYS, Henry BoLp,|Wymering Manor, Hants May 23 Parson & Co, Lime st 
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LANCASTER, Martie THOMA 


THOMAS KrppER, Bi ad, Cheshire Ma 


wicueL. JouaNS Baptist, § 


Manchester 
yoontousE, MARY MATILDA, Lymm, Chester May 12 


Norrey, = 


‘AGE, 
PuLEINGHORNE, ALICE M 


Bicuarpson, WILLIAM, Wallsend, J 


cme CHARLES Heyry, Linslade, Bucks May 19 Newton & Calcott, Leighton | 


Buzzard 
RvssE Wells June 20 Hyland & Co, Cannon st 
Bl, Pabscee, Tenby on, 8 26 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 


PaRpoN, Heavitree, nr Exeter, Licensed Victualler 


LANEY, MARY JANE, Wellington, Salop May 
SQUANCR, ELIZEBETH 
Friend & Tarbet, Exeter 


STEEL, land, Bristol May 10 Lawrence & Co, Bristol To 
a ay Fe Woollen Manufacturer May 10 Longbotham | April 8, and back page this week). 


grort, BLy SMITH, Greetland, nr Halifax, 
& Sons, Halifax wore 

= N, Queen's A 

— 7 ac Gresham House, Old Broad 


Solihull, Warwick May 26 Johnson & Co, Birmin. 

8 Jones ‘> — 

ag AH, 8t Charles sq, Notting Hill May 26 nson, Birmingham | an . , 

enix ~f +h Redland, Bristol May 31 Barry & Harris, Bristol WARDLE. Jacop Leets May 39 Weldon, Leeds 
phen st, Tottenham Court rd May 1 


Farrar & Co, Manchester 
pRIK, Wilmslow, Chester, Corn Dealer May8 Cobbett 


cheste 
fi Bristol May 10 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
any —yt- TARY, Sutton Surrey May 15 Carter & Swallow, Carey st 


thport May 22 Radcliffe-Smith & Co, Liverpool 
a rr oiner May 15 Molineux & Sinton, Newcastle upon 


South > a Stock and Share Dealer 


Chesh're 


Freshfields, 31, 


Weiss, Jouyx, Edgbaston. Birmingham 
Weiss, Many Hope, Bigbaston, Birmingham 


gham | Trewierr, JANE PARRELL, Hoylake, Chester May 20 Wooloott & Co, West Kirby, 


May 26 Johnson & Co, Birmingham 
May 26 Johnso. & Co, Birmingham 


Jewry WESTON, THOMAS, Edinburzh May 16 Dold & Kilt, Reading 
wun jouw Di Dewnvrst, Belmont, Cheadle, Chester, Silk Mercer May 19 Sale & Co, | wixogtey, ELIzaBETa ANN, Leigh, Lancaster May 12 Gilroy & Speakman, Leigh 


THOMAS HAYNES, 
mingham. 


Woop, 
& Co,’ Man- 
Mostyn rd, Brixton 


Sutton Coldfield, 


WyMan, WILLIAM, Norfolk rd, Westbourne grove, Master Baker May 15 


Warwick April 8 Whitehouse, Bir- 


Armstrong, 








May 14 | 


wn Residences, 


The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
Apri! 20.—Mesera, HE. Fosrer & Crayriexy, at the Mart, at 2: Reversions ani 
Policies ef Atsurance (see advertisement. back page. this we*k). 
April 24 and May 19.—Mesars. Exuts & Sow, at ths Mart, at 2: Frasho'd Groan t-rent 
and Freehold Riverside Proporty (ses advertise nent, prg> v, 


ay 1.—Messre. Atyrep Savitt & Sons, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Groan4-rents, 


May 15 | 


Ma 
(see advertisement, pags v, April 8‘. 
May 4, 17, and 25. Messrs. Farepaoruee, Ecurs, & Co.. at the Mart, at 2: Freeholt 


at, 
pansy. ts. GILBERTSON, Fenton, Stafford, Potters’ Printer April 18 Patterson, | Residential and Boilding Estat»s, Shop Properties, and Freehold Warehouses Premis>s 
| and Building Sites in Manchester (see advertisemant, back page, April 8). 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, April. 7. 
RECEIVING ORDEBS. 


Auorr, Enisau, Wor Nottingham, 
Sheffield Pet Mar2l1 Or * April 3 

Ayperws, Frepeeiox Joseru, yee ry Devon, Stationer 
Plymouth Pet April 5 Ord April5 

Atress veoven, Samuet, Ilkeston, Derby Derby Pet 
April4 Ord A ‘ 

Seen Seenens-s, = Bide, Manchester, Tob t 

Salford Pet April4 Ord April 5 
“a i] Y pammene: Brighton Brighton Pet Mar 22 


Architect 





Ord A 
Booru, i Halfpenny Green, nr Bobbington, em, 
Farmer Wol a. ey = x 9 O.d April 5 
Bowors, Wrtt14M, Bristol, Fish Salesman Bristol Pet 


April5 Ori April 5 

Seeman, Gace foe | Blackpool, 
Pet April 5 

Bezaniey, Scorr, Chethesten, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Baows, Eowarp =? K ley, Yorks Bradford 
Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Ozer, nes, Drapers’ gins High Court Pet Mar 22 
Ord 14 

Guaruaw, Ricaarp Moss, Canfield gins, soampeteee, 
Tailor High Court Pet April 6 Ord April5 

Cuanxe, Epwarp, menenies, China Dealer 
Pet April 5 Ord April 

Cones, Agruvs, Kilburn High Court Pet Maril Ord 

il4 


Plamber Preston 


Coventry 


Dawkins, Witttam Artuve, Stockton on hy Engineer 
Stockton oa Tees Pet Aprill Ord April 1 

Dicktxsox, Wiettam Heway, Stockport, Cheshire, Pork 
Bateher Stockport Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Dowstwe, Atraep, Romford, ex, Builder Chelmsford 
Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Daovrietp, Jouw Wiiitam, Donisthorpe, Licensed Victual- 
ler Burton-on-Trent Pet Mar 24 Ord April 5 

Davee, Bexsamrw ‘Hussat, Licden mans, Highgate Hill, 
Actor High Court Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Dusx, Witciam, Blackheath, Kent, Golf Professional 
Greenwich Pet April4 Ord An 

Haitstown, Eumawvew, aon Butcher Eastbourne 
Pet April3 Ord A 

Hayviszy, Peak, ~~ i, Licensed Victualler Sheffield 
Pet Mar 31 Ord Apri 

Hutee, Atrarep, M«yes rd, Wood Green, Builders’ 
M t Edmonton Pet Mar 13 Ord April 3 

loays, Heway — Perry } Staffs, Baker 
Birmingham April 4 Ord Ay ril 4 

Jouzs, Faxperick eo 74 Ww rd, Essex, Uphol- 
sterer High Court Pet April4 Ord April 5 

Krueeatey, Dewxis Cuaates, Leami , Boot Dealer 

aes 5S. Pet i= 1 Ord April 1 











Lanxatey, Water, Northampton, Innkeeper Northamp- 
ton Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Lernensy, Arraur Eenest, 1, Working Confectioner 
Bristol Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Micxtera‘waire, Jonxs Watxes, York, Joiner York Pet 


April3 Ord A 3 

Mowraau, Henry Granawe, Bristol Bristol Pet April 5 
Ord April 5 

Oavis, Fraxcis Hevey, "eee Plumber Ipswich Pet 


April 3 Ord April 3 

Overy, Witt14m Evwaap, Sandwich, Kent, Pork Butcher 
Canterbury Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Pacer, Artaua'Epwarv, Bow, Roman ra, Manager High 
Court Pet AprilS Ord April 5 

Paumer & Co, P A, Bishopsgate st Without, Merchants 
High Court Pet Maré Ord April 1 

Pircuea, Caaates Wares, Gt Yarmouth 
Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Powatt, Wreuam, Blasnau Festiaiog, Spnaeaee, Grocer 

‘ortmadoc Pet Mar 24 Ord April 3 

Ramsey, Heasear Eow arp, Snow hill, Holb orn, Architect 
High Court Pet Feb 13 Ord April 5 

Raysoy, Toomas Moses, Staindrop, Darham, Saddler 
Stockton on Tees Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Roserra, Jon~n Heway, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Builder 
Bangor Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Roxrsoy, Faark, Killamarsh, Derby Sheftie!d 
Ord April 5 

Sraxcer, Wittiam Ricaarp, Colchester, Motor Eogineer 
Colchester Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Titorsiey, Jon~w Mans os, Willenhall, Builder 
hampton Pet Mar 23 Ord April 5 

Tomcrsson, Acrato, Derby, Dairyman Derby Pet 
6 Ord April 5 

Taass, Taomas, Liverpovl, Umbrella Manufacturer Liver- 
pool Pet April3 Ori April 3 

Tyvees, Faayx, Flitlabor vag, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield 
Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Wareewx, Eowis Joseru, Pembroke Dock, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Pembroke Dock Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

Warts, Heway, Buckingham, Butcher Bunbury Pet 
April3 Ord April 3 

Wetrox, Col Rosuseoox, sate ld, Bookzeller Sheffiel 1 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

Waearceorr, Wittiau Hewry, Nottingham, Grocer Not- 
tingham Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Wuirrtecp, Caaates Jervary, Newcastle up» Tyne: 
Dining Booms Proprietor Newcastle upon Tyne Pet 
April 5 Ord April5 

Wuaittakxer, Hewaterra Axx, Cheltenham, 
Chelteaham Pet April 5 Ord Apri 5 

Wittiams, Joux, Ventnor, I of W, Ironmonger 
Pet April5 Ord April5 

Wituiamsos, Riogaap Fatptarcx, Huckoall Torkard, 
Notts Nottingham Pet April1 Ord April 1 

Watout, Wittia4m, mee Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet net ages Ord Agra 5 


Gt Yarmouth 


Pet April 5 


Wolver 


April 


Dressmaker 


Newport 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Atteyx, Jon. Brimfield, Hereford,"Wheelwright — April 20 
at 2.15 Lion Hotel, Kidderminster 

Axyprew. Tom, Ross, Hereford, Painter April 19 at 2.15 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Arrceros, Grorak, Maidstone, Licensed Victualler April 
19 at 11 9, King st, Maidstone 

Artesnoroven, Samvet, Ilkeston April 18 at 11.80 Off 
Ree, 5, Victoria bldge, London rd, Derby 

Braauwett, Wittram Hewry, Waleerave on Sowe, Warwick, 
Suilder April 2iat 11 Off Ree,8, High st, Coventry 

Bagarty, 8c rr, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer 
April 19 at 11 Off Rec’s chmbrs, 12, Dake st, Bradford 

Bsows, Eawarp Arraur Keighley April 19 at 12 Off 
Rec, 12, Duke st, Bradford 

CALLANDER, Avexanper. Dartmouth rd, Hendon, Travel- 
ling Draper April19at8 14, Bedford row 

Cecit, Heyry, Drapers’ gdns April 21 at 230 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Caarmayx, Ricuarp Moss, Canfield gdns, Hampstead, 
Tailor April @at1l1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Cours, Arruva, Kilburn April 2iat 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Dixon, Ateent, Great-Grimeby, Grocer April 18 at 11 Off 
Rec, St Mary's' chmbrs, Great Grimsby 

Davce, Bex/autw Hopesr, Linden mans. Highgate Hill, 
Actor April 2iat 11 Bankruptcy bldes, Carey st 

Duss, Wicittam, Blackheath. Kent. Golf Professional 
April 19 at 12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

Gambier, Harry Rupp, Wiggenhall, Norfolk, Farmer April 
15 at 12.30 Off Ree, 8, King st, Norwich 

Harris, Hexay Groras, Tottenham, Market Gardener 
April 19 at 12 14, Bedford row 

Horaocks. Samugt, Bolton, Fried Fish Dealer April 19 at 

19, Exch inge st, Bolton 

Jones, Fasoraicok Rerorwato, Woodford, Essex, Uphol- 
sterer April20at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Kiwegacey, Dexsis Cuoarces, Leamington. Boot Dealer 
April/19 at 11 Off Reo, 8, High at, Coventry 

Kcemantaskt, Mavarrz Lovis, Tottenham April 20 at 12 
14, Bedford row 

Lamp, Tuomas, Cardiff, Licensed Victualler April 19 at 3 
117, St Mary et, Cardiff 

Lowe, Writtiam Caantes. Croydon, Butcher April 19 at 
11.30 132, York 1d, Westminster Bridge rd 

Mickxcerawatre, Joun Wacker, York, Joiner April 19 
8 Off Rec, The Red House, Duncombe pl, York 

Nicnovas, Josera Rongats, Breage, Corowall, Carpenter 
April 18 at 12 Off Rec, 12, Princes st, Truro 

Oavis, Francis Hewry, Ipswich, Plumber April 11 at 12.15 
Off Rec, 35, Princes st, Ispwich 

Pace, Aeravur Eowarp, Roman rd, Bow, Manager Apri 
20 at12 Bankruptcy bligs Carey at 

Parmer & Co, P Bi, Btshopagate 'st Without, Merchants 
April 20 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey et 

Ramsey, Hersert Evwarp, Snow hill, Holborn, Architect 
April 20at1 Bankruptey bldg:, Carey st 





THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


24, MOoOORGATZsm 


FUND, LIMITED, 





ESTABLISHED In 1880. 


LOMDOoW, 


I... 





EXCLUSIVE BUSINESS—LIGCENSED PROPERTY. 








Upwards of 650 Gpocme ts 


SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICENSING MATTERS. 


Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the 
direction ana supervision of the Corporation. 








Suitable Insurance Clauses for inserting in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent 


ea applicatioa. 
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fcorr, Cravpe Amos, Lower Boddington, Northampton, 
Innkeeper April i7at12 1, 8t Aldate’s Oxfor 

Pravcer, Wiitiam Bu ae Colchester, Motor Engineer 
April2iat2 Cu Colehester 

Tomitrsom, Al FRED, ey  Saveaen “, 1gati2 OF 
Rec, 6, Victoria bidgs. London rd, 

Wanner, Evwix Joszrn, Pembroke Dock, Fancy Goods 
Dealer April 15 at 12.30 Off Ree, 4, Queen st, Car 
marthen 

Wrer, Jons Witttam, Wolvercote, Oxford, Licensed Vic 
tualler April 15 at 12 1, &t Aldate’s, Oxford 

ADJU pi¢ ATIONS. 

Axparws, Farpenicx Joseru. Ivybridge, Devon, Stationer 
Plymouth Pet April5 Ord April 5 

Avtresnonovon, Samuvnt, Ilkeston Derby Pet Apri] 4 
Ord April 4 

Bann, Isaeetta, Moss Side, Manchester Salford Pet 
April 4 Ord April 5 

Bowpew, Witte, Bristol, Fish Salesman Bristol Pet 
April 5 Ord Aprii 5 

Beampam, Waiter Jostix, Blackpool, Plumber Preston 
Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

Baraater, Scort, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Boot Manufacturer 
Bradford Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Raows, Eowarp Agtave, Keighley, Yorks Bradford Pet 
April 4 Ord April 4 

Buewett, Watrer Ricwagp Groroer, Bristol, 
Grocer Bristol Pet Mar27 Ord April 4 

Craexs, Epvwarp, Nuneaton, China Dealer 
Pet “April 5 Ord April 5 

Dawkixe, Writtam . a, Stockton on Tees, Er gineer 

Stockton on Tees Pet April 1 Ord April1 

cixnsos, Wiuttam Hewny, Stockport, Cheshire, Pork 

Butcher Stockport Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Dowstxa, Atragp, Remford, Eesex, Builder Chelmsford 

Pet April 5 Ord April 5 

ce, Bexssautw Honeer, Linden mans, Highgate Hil), 

Actor High Court Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Duss, Witoam, Blackheath, Kent, Golf Professional 
Greenwich Pet April4 Ord April 4 

Fixwicas, Tnowas Barterox, Hotel eeotoopale, 
Cross High Court Pet Mar10 Ord A 

Foowmst, Fraxx, Worship st, Finsbury, ide * Merchant 
High Court Pet Mar1l0 Ord April 4 

Haitetows, Exmaxvet, Eastbourne, Butcher 
Pet April 3 Ord April 8 

Hees, Faeperic So.omos, Belsize rd, Swiss Cottage 
Court Pet Dec 30 Ord April 3 

Jamar, Jony, Stratford, Besex, Coachbuilder 
Pet Mar Ord April 4 

Jonsson, Farpesincx Tuwomwas, Heachem, Norfolk, 
King’s Lynn Pet Febll ord April 3 

Joxnzs, Farpaarcn Reormarn, Woodford, Ferex, Upholsterer 
High Court Pet April 4 Ord April 5 

Justesex, Jvuuive, Urmston, Lancs, Wholesale Provision 
Merchant Manchester Pet Feb23 Ord April3 

Kiweeatey, Dewwis Cuantes, Leamington, Boot Dealer 
Warwick Pet April i Ord April! 

Kiso, Siowey Haany, Leigh, Evsex, Carman 
Pet Mar 29 Ord April 3 

LANGLEY, WALTER, Northamy ton, Innkeeper 
ton Pet April’ Ord April 3 

LETHERBY, ARTHUR ERNEST, Bristol, Working Confe: 
tioner Bristol Pet April4 Ord April4 

LEVELL, WiLLIAM, Little Baddow, Essex 
Pet Feb? Ord April 5 

MATTHEWS, ALFRED JAMES, Walton on Thames, Surrey, 
Builder Guildford Pet Mar3 Ord April 1 

VMICKLETHWAITE, JoHN WALKER, York, Joiner 
Pet April 3 Ord April 3 

NoAKES, ERNEST GRORGE, Eestbourne, 
Pet Dec 21 Ord April 5 

Onvis, Francis Henry, Ipswich, Plamber 
AprilS Ord April 3 

OVERY, WILLIAM EpWARD, Sandwich, Kent, 
Canterbury Pet Apri!6 Ord April 5 

PAGE, ARTHUR Epwakp, Roman rd, Bow, 
Court Pet April5 Ord April 5 

RAYsoN, TH MAS Mosks, Staindrep, Durham 
Stockton on Tees Pet April3 Ord April 3 

Roperts, Joun~ Henry, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, 
Bangor Pet April3 Ord April3 

RcBson, FRANK, Killamarsh, Derby 
5 Ord Apri 5 

SpEXcER, WILLIAM RICHARD, Colchester 
Colchester Pet April’ Ord Aprils 

SUGARE, EDwarD, Buckley rd, Brondesbury 
Pet Maré Ord Mar 31 


Genera! 


Coventry 


Dee 


Dat 


Charing 


Fastbourne 
High 
High Court 
Builder 


Chelmsford 


Northam} 


Chelmsford 


York 
Joiner Tastbourne 
Ipswich Pet 
Pork Butcher 
Manager Hi.h 
Saddler 
Builder 
SheMeld Pet April 
Motor Ea,ineer 


High Court 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


TOMLINSON, ALFRED, mete wren an Derby Pet April 
5 Ord Ap il5 

TRASS, THOMAS, Liverpcol, U ry Manufacturer Liver- 
pool Pet April3 Ord April 

TYLER, FRANK, Hilleborough, abe ftield, Painter Sheffield 
Fet April 3 Ord April 3 

WARREN, EDWIN JOSEPH, Pembroke Dock, Fancy Goods 
Dealer Pemtroke Dock Pet April 3 Ord Ayril3 

WATTS, HENRY, Fuckirgham, Butcher Panbury Pet 
April 8 Ord April 3 

WELTON, Col RUSHBROOK, fheffield, Bookseller Sheffield 
Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

WPEATCROFPT, WILLIAM HENRY, Nottingham, Grocer 
Nottingham Pet April 4 Ord April 4 

WHITTAKER, HENRIETTA ANN, Cheltenham, Dressmaker 
Creltenham Pet April5 Ord April 5 

WILLIAMSON, RICHARD FREDERICK, Hucknall Torkard, 
Netts Nottirgham Pet Apiil 1 Ord April 1 

Wricnt, WiLttaM, Lowestoft, Smack Owner Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet April 5 Ord Agril 5 


London Gagette.—Turspar, April 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ALGATE, GEORGE, Leeds, French Polisher Leeds 
April? Ord April 7 

BATTISON, Tom, Thurnscoe, York, Corn Thresher Sheffield 
Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

RowbEN, Henry Jonny, Kennineton Park rd, Mauufac- 
turer of Athletic Goods High Court Pet April 6 
Ord April 6 

CARR, JouN, jar, Maryport, Cumberland, Fish Merchant 
Cockermouth Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 

CARTER, GEORGE, Newton S8t. Cyres, Devon, 
Exeter Pet April3 Ord April 3 

CLARK, GEORGE. West Stanley, Durham, Timber Mer- 
chant Newcastle upon Tyne Pet Mar 23 Ord 
April 7 

CLEASBY, THOMAS 
CLEASBY, Leeds, 
Ord April 5 

CUNNINGTON, JONN WILLIAM, Moulton, 
Lincoln, Nurseryman Peterborough 
April 7 

DAVIES, JAMES MORGAN, Pontypridd, 
Pontypridd Pet Aprilé Ord Apriié 

DILLina, THOMAS, Exeter, Coal Dealer Exeter Pet April 5 
Ord April 5 

EpLiy, Jopy, Leicester, Yarn Salesman Leicester Pet 
April 8 Ord Aprils 

ERXGELBACH, ARTHUR HAROLD, London Wall bldgs, Wine 
Merchant High Court Pet Mar 16 Ord April 7 

F UBINI, GABRIEL, Threadneedle st, Stockbroker's Clerk 
High Court Pet April? Ord April 7 

HANDLEY, F, Swarsea, Butcher Aberdare Pet Mar 
Ord April 8 

HAWKEN, Henry, and Ernest FpowarD HAwKEN, Torquay, | 
Builders Eveter Pet April 6 Ord Aprilé 

HAWKEY, REGINALD CHARLFs, New Cross 1d, Deptford 
House “Furnisher High Court Pet April 8 Or 
April 8 

HoLBERTON, WILLIAM JOHN, Chelms‘or!, Essex, 
agent Chelmsford Pet April7 Ord April 7 

HORNCASTLE, CLYDE RADCLIFFE, Fleet st, Advertising | 
Agent High Court Pet Agril 8 Ord Aprils 

Jones, JoHN Hues, Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarryman 
Portmadoe Pet Aprilé Ord April 6 

JORDAN, WALTER HENRY, Coseley, Stafford, Grocer 
ley Pet Mar 18 (rd April? 

ViIson, FREDERICK HERBERT, Chelmsford, Essex, Stationer 
Chelmsford Pet Mar 31 Ord Apiil 8 

NORMAN, EDWIN GARRITT, Poland st, Manufacturing 
Jeweller High Court Pet Mari18 Ord April 6 

Pack, WILLIAM LesLiz, South Shields, Builder Newcastle 
upon Tyne Pet Mar?27 Ord April 7 

RHODES, SsMUEL, Bochda'’e, Carriage Proprietor 
dale Pet April? Ord April 7 

RivERS, MowBRAY, Evenwood, Durham, ’Bus Proprietor | 
Durham Pet April? Ord April 7 

SIGLER, OTTO, Colchester, Restaurant Keeper Colc hester 
Pet April 7 Ord April 7 

TaAyYLon, HAROLD, Wimbourre rd, Tottenham, 

man High Court Pet April6 Ord April 6 

wpson, JOHN, Torquay, Wine Mercha.t 

Pet April 1 Ord April 1 | 

PiLLoTson, Wii LIAM R, Herdingley. Leeds, Painter Leeds 

Tow Jones, Lock & Co, Warwick ct, Holborn, Lock 
Manufacturers Hig) Court Pet Dec15 Ord April? 
Pet Mar 21 Ord April 7 


Pet 


Farm?r 


ALBERT EDWARD 
Leeds Pet Mar 28 


Burrow, and 
Egg Merchant 


nr Holbeach, 
Pet Dec6 Ord 


Credit Draper 





23 | 


News- 


Dud- 


Roch 


Laundry- | 


Tu Exeter | 





20ist Year. The 


Oldest Insurance Office in the World. 
































Capa 4 from Policy dated UGB 


SUN 


Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and | PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION, | SICKNESS and DISEASF, 

including ACCIDENTS TO 

DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
4. W. COUSINS, Distriet Manager. 


FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Oprrices: 


63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


BURGLARY, 
PLATE GLASS. 





| BILLER, ALFRED, Ma: 
| HoveHamM, 


4 | lonns, Henry Epwiy, Birmingham, 


LEATHER, WILLIAM, Live 
| 1 


| SHARP, ARTHUR ASHDOWN, Grays, Essex, Baker 


| SIGLER, OrTo, Colchester, Restaurant Keeper 


| TILDESLEY, JoHN MARsTON, Willenhall, 


| Trass, THOMAS, 


April 15, 1911. 
——_—_—_—— 
we hg - Gorpow, Mitcham, Surrey, Licensed 
Pet April 8 Ord April 8 mie 
west, SAMUEL, ~ 2 Furniture Remover Exeter Pet 
Ww Anas ors ess - te Station chmbrs, M 
yHEELER, as mbrs, a 
Engineer High Court Pet Mar4 Ord Aprilé id, 
WIGHAM, GopFREY, Birm Mine Owner Birming. 
ham Pet eae | . ae] pril 8 
MEETINGS. 
ALesan, GEORGE, ion French Polisher April 20 at 12 
ff Rec, 24. Bond st, Leed 
Bannixans. ALBERT EDWARD, "par Cotton, Northampton, 
Insurance Agent April 19 at 11.30 Off Rec, The 
Parade, Northampton 
BARR, ee. Manchester, Tobacconist April 20 atg 
O# R ec, Byrom st, Manchester 
BEAMES, FRANK GaYNor, Brighton April 20 at 11,39 
Off Rec, 124, Marlboro ough pl, —— 
BooTH, HENRY, Halfpenny & Teen, Dr ington, Stafford, 
Farmer April 20 at 12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 





| BOWDEN, HENRY JOBN, Ke>nington Park rd, Manufacturer 


of Athletic Goods April 24at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


Carey st 

BowDEN, WILLIAM, Bristol, Fish Salesman April 21 at 12 
Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

BRAMHAM, WALTER JustIN, Blackpool, Plumber April 
19 at 11.80 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, Preston 

CARTER, GEORGE, Newton 8t Cyres, Devon, Farmer April 
24at11 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

CLARKE, EDWARD, Nuneaton April 19 at 12 Off Ree, 8, 
High st, Coven'ry 

CLARK, GEORGE, West Stanley, Durham, Timber Merchant 
April 21 at 12 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle upon 


| yne 
Cones THOMAS BURROW, and ALBERT EDWARD CLEasay, 


Es Merchants April 20 at 11 Off Rec, %, 


Bond st, 

DAVIES, JAMES *Moraay, Pontypridd, Credit Draper 
April 21 at 11.15 Off Rec, St Gather herine st, Pont 

DAWKINS, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Stockton on Tees, Engineer 


off Rec, Court chmbrs, Albert rd, 
April 27 at 10.90 
April 19 at3 


Middlesborough 
DILLine, THomas, Exeter, Coal Dealer 
Off Ree, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 
EDLIy, JouN, Leicester, Yarn Salesman 
Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
ENGELBACH, ARTHUR HAROLD, London Wall bidgs, Wine 
Merchant April 24 at1l Bankruptcy bl'gs, Carey at 
FUBINI, GABRIEL, Threadneedle st, a Clerk 
April 24atl1 Bankru 40! bldgs, aay © 
HAILSTONE, EMMANUEL, tbourne, Butcher April 26 at 
2 County Court Offices, Seaside rd, Eastbourne 
HANDLEY, FRANK, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler April 
20 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 
es rd, Wood —— Builders’ Mer- 
April 25 at12 14, Bedford 
HOMAS WILLIAM, Renate, Bootmaker 
Off Bec, 684, Castle st, Canterbury 
Baker April 24 at 
Ruskin chmbrs, 191, Corporation st, Birming-, 


April 20 at 


chant 
April 20 at 10 
11.30 


bam 

Jessop, JOSEPH ARTHUR, Wakefield, Baker 
1l_ Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

KING, StDNEY Harry, Leigh, Essex, Carman April 24 at’ 
3 14, Bedford row 

LANGLEY, WALTER, North April 20 at 
19.30 Off Rec, The = aa. 

il, Pianoforte Dealer April 
20 at Off Rec 35, ictoria st, Liverpool 

LETHERBY, ARTHUR ERNEST, Bristol, Working Confec- 
tioner April 21 at 11.39 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 
Bristo } 
MARSH, JosEPH, Stoke upon Trent, Metal Merchant April 
20 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, Newcastle, Stafford 
MERRILL, FREDERICK HAZLEWOOD, HEDLEY ARMITAGE 
MERRILL, and JOHN ARTHUR MERBILL, Woodhouse 
Mill, nr Sheffield, Grocers Apri] 20 at 12 Off Ree, 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

MontTaev, HENRY GRAHAME, Bristol April 21 at 11.4 
Off Rec, 26, Paldwin st, Bristol 

| NopLE, ROBERT WILLIAM, R sshden, LE ag ton, Shoe 
Manvfacturer April 26 at 11,20 Off Rec, The Parade, 
Northampton 

NornMAN, Epwitn GARRITT, Poland st, ag ey 
Jeweller April 263t11 Bankruptcy << Care 

OveRY, WILLIAM EDWARD, Sandwich, wt 
Butcher April 20 at 10.15 Off Rec, 684, Ceatle st, 


Canterbury 

PAGE, WILLIAM) LESLIB, South Shields, Builder 
21 at 230 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 
Tyne 

Rayson, THOMAS Moses, Staindrop, 
April 20 at 12 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, 
Middlesbrough 

Rivers, Mowsray, Evenwood, Durham, ‘Dus Proprietor 
April 20 at 3 Off Rec, 3, Manor pl, Sunde —_ a 

pril 2 





April 
upon 


Durham, ‘Saddler 
Albert rd, 


atil2 14, Bedford row 


April 21 at 


2.15 Cups Hotel, Colchester 


| TAYLOR, HAROLD,{Wimbourne rd, Tottenham, Laundryman 


April 26 atil 
THompson, JOHN, Torquay, Wine Merchant 
ll Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 


Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
April 24 at 
Stafford, Builder 
April 20 at 11.30 Off Ree, Wolverhampton 

riLLoTsON, WILLIAM R, Headingley, > 
April Ziatil Off Ree, 24, Bond st, 

ONES, Lock AND Co, Warwick ct, Holborn, Lock 
Manufacturers April 26 at 1 Bankraptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 


Painter 


rom 


Liverpool, Umbrella Manufacturer 
April 20 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 
WARDELL, JonHN WILLIAM, Chesterfield, Derby, Con- 
fectioner April19 at 11 Off Rec, 5, Victoria bidgs, 

London 


» Derby . 
WILLIAMSON, RICHARD FREDERICK, Hucknall Torkard, 


Notts April 20 at 11.15 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, P.rk st, 
Nottingham 
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